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ENGLAND. 

(court  of  chancery.) 

JoHM   Bush,    and  Ann   his  Wife,  1    - 
and  Robert  Mattock     -  .  J     ^^  ' 

Susannah  Locke        -         -  -     Respondent. 

By  articles  of  agreement,  on  the  24th  of  April,  ITGO,  reciting 
that  R.  M.  was  seised  of  customary  lands  of  inheritance  of 
the  manor  of  Taunton  Deane,  &c. — in  consideration  of  an 
intended  marriage,  and  of  the  marriage  fortune  or  portion 
of  G.  H.  &c.,  R.  M.  covenanted  and  agreed  that  he,  his  heirs 
or  assigns,  should  and  would  surrender  to  the  use  of  J.  H. 
and  J.  M.,  their  heirs,  &c,  the  premises  therein  recited,  to  be 
held  by  them,  J.  H.  and  J.  M.,  and  the  survivor,  5cc.  **  Upon 
**  trust  to  permit  R.  M.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  hold  the 
**  premises,  &c.  until  tlie  marriage ;  and  af^er  the  marriage, 
««  for  R. M.  for  his  life:  and  after  the  death  of  R.  M. 
**  upon  trust  for  G.  H.  for  her  life,  if  she  should  sur- 
''  survive  K.  M. :  and  after  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the 
**  settlor  and  his  intended  wife,  that  the  trustees  should  sur- 
*«  render  the  premises  to  the  use  of  such  child  or  children 
**  of  the  marriage  as  the  settlor  should  appoint  by  deed  or 
VOL.    IX.  B 
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lS3i*  *'  wHI;  aod  in  default  W  appointment  by  tlie  settlor,  then 

''  as  G.  H.  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint ;  and  in  default 
«  of  such  appointment  by  R.  M.  and  G.  H.»  then  to  the 
**  use  of  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  the  body  of 
R.  M.,  on  the  body  of  G.  H.  begotten  (if  more  than  one 
child),  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  according  to  the 
«  custom  of  the  manoi:,  as  tenants  in  con;imon ;  and  if  but 
one  such  child,  then  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  such  only 
child,  his  or  her  heirs  or  assigns  for  ever,  according  to  the 
**  custom  of  the  said  manor;  such  surrender  or  surrenders 
*'  of  the  premises  to  be  made  at  the  costs  and  charges  in  all 
**  things,  of  such  child  or  children  who  should  be  entitled  to 
**  take  the  same  by  virtue  of  the  limitation  :  and  in  default 
''  of  issue  of  the  body  of  R.  M.,  &c.  that  should  be  living 
**  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  survivor   of  them :  then 
*'  upon  this  further  condition,  and  upon  this  further  speciid 
**  trust  and  con6dence,  that  J.  H.  and  J.  M.,  or  the  survivor 
''  of  them  and  his  heirs  or  assigns,  should  surrender  into 
'*  the  hands  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  for  the  time  being,  all 
<*  and  singular  the  premises,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the 
"  right  heirs  of  R.  M.  Jbr  ever^  according  to  the  custom  of 
'^  the  manor  of  Taunton   Deane;    such  surrender  or  sur- 
**  renders  to  be  made  at  the  costs  and  charges,  in  all  things, 
*>  of  such  person  or  persons  who  by  virtue  of  the  last-men- 
**  tinned  condition  or  limitation  should  be  entitled  to  take 
"  the  same." 
The  articles  were  executed  and  surrenders  made  according  to 

the  agreement,  &c. 
There  was  issue  of  the  marriage  one  child  only,  £.  M.  The  settlor 
R.M.diedin  1779.  By  his  will  reciting  that  he  had  surrendered 
and  settled  the  greatest  part  of  his  Taunton  Deane  lands,  to 
the  use  of  his  wife  for  life,  and  that  he  had  other  lands  parcel  of 
the  manor  of  Taunton  Deane  which  were  not  settled,  in  order 
to  make  some  provision  for  his  daughter,  he  had  surrendered 
bis  Taunton  Deane  lands  to  J.  H.  upon  trust,  to  perform  hm 
willy  he  devised  to  J.  H.,  *'  all  his  Taunton  Deane  lands  (not 
settled  on  his  marriage  as  aforesaid),  to  hold  according  to 
to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  upon  trust  to  sell  such  unsettled 
landsi  and  with  the  purchase  monies  and  his  personal  estate, 
to  pay  debts  &c^  and  apply  the  overplus  for  the  maintenance, 
&c*  of  his  daughter,  &c.,  and  when  she  attained  the  age  of  21 , 
to  pay  the  overplus  of  the  trust  monies  to  his  daughter  for 
h^r  own  use. 
G.  hb  widow  held  the  prem^ises  until  the  time  of  her  death  In 
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1819.    E.  M.  died  in  1812,  having  by  her  wUl  devised  all        I8S4. 

her  lands,  &c.  to  J.  H. 
Mm  M.  had  no  brother  who  survived  him. 
HM'UpoD  these  fkcts  and  events  that,  S.  L.  the  youngest  sbter 

of  R.  M.  who,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  G.  the  widow, 
'   was  heiress  of  R.  M.  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor, 

was  entitled  to  the  customary  premises,  under  the  trusts  of 
"^  'Hl6  articles  of  agreement. 


llOBERT  MARKE,  formerly  of  Pitminster,  in 
the  county  of  Somerset,  deceased  (the  brother  of 
the  Respondent),  was  in  and  before  the  year  I769 
seised  or  entitled  to  him  and  his  heirs,  of  or  to 
Certain  cufstomary  or  copyhold  estates,  held  of 
the  manor  of  Taunton  Deane,  in  the  county  of 
Somerset 

In  the  year  I769,  Robert  Marke  intermarried 
\yitb  Grace  Haddon. 

-  Previously  to  the  marriage,  articles  of  agree- 
ment, dated  the  24th  of  April,  I769,  were  duly 
made  and  executed  between  the  said  Robert 
Marke,  of  the  first  part ;  the  said  Grace  Haddon, 
and  John  Haddon  and  John  Marke,  of  the  third 
part ;  whereby  it  was  recited,  that  a  marriage  was 
9]|?reed  upon  and  soon  intended  to  be  had  and 
^(emqi:^ed  by  and  between  the  said  Robert 
Marke  and  Grace  Haddon ;  and  that  the  said 
Robert  Marke  was  and  stood  lawfully  and  abso- 
lutely seised  to  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever, 
lu^eo^ding  to  tlie  custom  of  the  manor  of  Taun- 
t<on  Deane,  in  the  said  county  of  Somerset^  of 
atid  in  all  that  one  messuage,  and  one  half  yard 
I'Jaid'i)^  bond-land  in  the  tithing  of  Pitminster, 
one  other  messuage,  and  one  half  yard  land  of 
bond^knd  in  the  said  tithing  of  Pitminster^  one 
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Al^^  messuage,  and  one  fartliingland  of  bond-land,  in 
the  tithing  of  Corffe ;  four  acres  and  a  half 
of  meadow  of  overland,  called  Half-yard  Mead, 
and  six  acres  of  land  of  overland,  called  Half- 
yard  Land,  in  the  tithing  of  Pitminster;  two 
acres  of  land  of  overland,  called  Hockey  Mead, 
and  one  messuage,  and  one  farthingland  of 
bond-land  in  the  tithing  of  Pitminster,  and 
one  messuage  and  one  farthingland  of  bond- 
land  in  the  tithing  of  Pitminster ;  all  which 
said  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  premises 
were  situate,  lying,  and  being  within  the  par- 
ishes of  Pitminster  and  Corffe,  or  one  of  them, 
in  the  said  county  of  Somerset,  and  were  par- 
eels  of  the  customary  lands  of  inheritance  of 
Taunton  Deane  aforesaid,  and  were  late  the 
lands  of  Robert  Marke  the  father,  deceased. 
And  in  consideration  of  the  said  intended  mar- 
riage,  and  of  the  marriage  fortune  or  portion  of 
her  the  said  Grace  Haddon,  and  for  surrendering, 
conveying,  settling,  and  assuring  the  said  mes- 
suages, tenements,  lands,  and  premises  unto  and 
upon  the  trusts,  uses,  ends,  intents  and  purposes 
thereinafter  limited,  expressed  and  declared  of  and 
concerning  the  same,  it  was  concluded  and  mutu- 
ally agreed  upon  by  and  between  the  said  parties, 
and  the  said  Robert  Marke,  party  thereto,  for 
himself,  his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators 
and  for  every  of  thefn,  did  covenant,  promise^, 
grant  and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  John  Haddon 
and  John  Marke,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  that  he 
the  said  Robert  Marke,  party  thereto,  his  heirs  or 
assigns,  should  and  would  at  his  and  their  own 
proper  costs  and  charges,  before  the  solemnization 
of  the  said  intended  marriage,  surrender  or  other- 
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wise  well  and  sufficiently  convey  and  assure,  ac-        18S4. 
cording    to    the   custom   of   the   said   manor   of 
Taunton  Deane,  unto  and  upon,  or  to  the  use  and  ^ 

behoof  of  the  said  John  Haddon  and  John  Marke, 
or  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  same  manor,  the  said  messuages, 
tenements,  lands,  and  all  and  singular  other  the 
premises  therein-before  particularly  mentioned  and 
recited,  with  their  respective  appurtenances,  to  be 
by  them,  the  said  John  Haddon  and  John  Marke, 
and  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  and  assigns 
of  such  survivor,  held  and  enjoyed  upon  the  several 
trusts  and  conditions,  and  to  and  for  the  several  uses, 
ends,  intents  and  purposes,  and  under  and  subject 
to  the  several  limitations,  powers,  authorities,  pro- 
visoes, and  agreements  therein-after  declared,  men- 
tioned, and  expressed  of  and  concerning  the  same, 
and  to  and  for  none  other  use,  trust,  end,  intent,  or 
purpose  whatsoever  (that  is  to  say),  **  upon  trust, 
"  nevertheless  to  permit  and  suffer  the  said  Robert 
"  Marke,  party  hereto,  his  heirs  and  assigns  to  hold 
and  enjoy  all  and  singular  the  said  messuages,  te- 
*  nements,  lands,  and  premises,  with  their  respect- 
ive appurtenances,  and  receive  and  take  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  thereof,  until  the  solemnization 
**  of  the  said  intended  marriage,  and  from  and 
"  after  the  solemnization  thereof,  upon  trust,  that 
"  they  the  said  John  Haddon  and  John  Marke  and 
"  the  survivor  of  them,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  shall 
\".per;^iit  and  suffer  him  the  said  Robert  Marke, 
"  p^rty  hereto,  and  his  assigns,  to  hold  and  enjoy 
"  all  and  singular  the  said  several  messuages,  tene- 
**  ments,  lands  and  premises,  with  their  respective 
"  appurtenances,  and  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
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iSS4.  «*  thereof^  to  receive  and  take  to  his  and  their  own 
^  use  and  benefit,  for  and  during  the  term  of  his 
^*  natural  life,  he  rendering  therefore  all  rents,  re- 
<^  parations,  suits,  and  services  due  and  payable, 
**  and  to  grow  due  in  respect  of  the  premises  afore- 
*<  said,  during  the  said  term :  And  further,  upon 
"  trust,  that  from  and  immediately  after  the  death 
^of  him,  the  said  Robert  Marke,  party  hereto, 
<*  they  the  said  John  Haddon  and  John  Marke, 
**  tod  the  survivor  of  them,  his  heirs  or  assigns, 
<*  shall  and  will  permit  and  suffer  her  the  said 
<*  Grace  Haddon,  and  her  assigns,  to  hold  and  enjoy 
^*  all  and  singular  the  said  messuages,  tenements, 
■**  lands  and  premises,  with  their  respective  ap- 
«*  purtenances,  and  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
•<  thereof,  to  have,  receive,  and  take  to  her  and 
^*  their  own  use  and  benefit,  for  and  during  the 
"  term  of  her  natural  life,  for  the  better  support 
*<  and  maintenance  of  her  the  said  Grace,  in  case 
^  she  survives  her  said  intended  husband,  and  in 
*•  full  recompense  and  lieu  of  all  dower  and  thirds, 
**  which  she  may,  can,  or  might  otherwise  have 
*«  claim  or  challenge  in,  or  out  of  all  or  any  the 
•«  freehold  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  of 
"  the  said  Robert  Marke,  party  hereto,  she  ren- 
•*  dering  therefore  all  rents,  reparations,  suits  and 
*•  services  due  and  pajrable,  and  to  grow  due  in 
**  respect  of  the  premises  aforesaid,  during  the  said 
^*  term.  And  upon  this  further  special  trust  and 
"  confidence,  that  upon  and  after  the  several 
"  deaths  of  them,  the  said  Robert  Marke  and 
•«  Grace  Haddon,  and  after  the  death  of  the  sur- 
♦*  vivor  of  them,  they  the  said  John  Haddon  and 
'« John  Marke,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  and  his 
**  heirs  or  assigns,  shall  surrender  into  the  hands 
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**  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  afbresatd>  for  the  time       1^34 

•'  being,  all  and  singular  the  several  messuages;      ""^^jjl^ 

^*  lands,  tenements  and  premises  aforesaid,  to  the 

^<  use  and  behoof  of  such  child  or  children  of  the 

"  body  of  the  said  Robert  Marke,  party  heretOj  oh 

*^  the  body  of  the  said  Grace  Haddon  lawfully  be- 

><  gotten,  for  such  estate  or  estates^  and  in  such 

*<  manner,  form  and  proportion^  and  charged  or 

^<  not  charged  with  the  payment  theredut  of  such 

'^  sum  or  sums  of  money  unto  all,  any^  or  either 

"  of  the  child  or  children  of  the.  body  of  the  said 

^*  Robert  Marke,  party  hereto,  on  the  body  of  the 

**  said  Grace  Haddon,  lawfully  to  be  begotten^  and 

^^  in  such  manner  as  the  said  Robert  Marke^  party 

•«  hereto,  by  any   his   deed  or   deeds  in  writing 

*'  under  his  hand  and  seal,  to  be  duly  executed  in 

^^  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  two  or  more 

"  credible  witnesses  (with   or  without  power  of 

«<  revocation  in  such  deed  or  deeds  to  be  contained), 

*^  or  by  his  last  will  and  testament^  in  Writing,  to 

««  be  duly  executed  and  published,  in  the  presence 

^'  of,  and  attested  by  three  credible  witnesses,  shall 

*'  give,  devise,  order,  limit,  direct  or  appoint  And 

*<  in  default  of  such  gift,  devise,  order^  limitation, 

<<  direction,  or  Appointment  by  him,  the  said  Ro- 

,f^  bert  Marke,  party  hereto^  then  upon  trusty  that 

.  .^<  they  the  said  John  Haddon,  and  John  Marke, 

^<  or  the   survivor  of  them^   and  his  heirs  and 

<^  assigns,  shall  surrender  into  the  hands  of  the 

<<  lord  of  the  manor  for  the  time  being,  all  and 

.  *^  singular  the  messuages,  tenements,  lands  and 

:  *v  premises  aforesaid,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  such 

^^  child  or  children  of  the  body  of  the  said  Robert 

«*  Marke,  party  hereto,  on  the  body  of  the  said 

»  4, 
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1834,       u  Grace  Haddon  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  for  such 
"  estate  or  estates,  and  in  such  manner,  form  and 
**  proportion,  and  charged  (or  not  charged)  with 
"the  payment  thereout  of  such  sum  or  sums  of 
**  money  unto  all,  any,  or  either  other  the  child 
"  or  children  of  the  said  Robert  Marke,  party 
«*  hereto,  on  the  body  of  the  said  Grace  Haddon 
**  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  and  in  such  manner  as 
"  the  said  Grace  Haddon,  by  any  her  deed  or 
«  deeds  in  writing,  under  her  hand  and  seal  to  be 
**  duly  executed,  in  the  presence  of  and  attested 
"  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  with  or  with- 
"  out  power  of  revocation  in  such  deed  or  deeds  to 
"  be  contained,  or  by  her  last  will  and  testament 
"  in  writing,  to  be  duly  executed  and  published, 
«*  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  three  credible 
«*  witnesses,  shall  give,  devise,  limit,  direct  or  ap- 
"  point  And  in  default  of  such  gift,  devise,  order, 
"limitation,  direction  or  appointment  by  both  of 
"  them,  the  said  Robert  Marke  and  Grace  Haddon, 
"  then  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  all  and  every  the 
"  child  and  children  of  the  body  of  the  said  Ro- 
"  bert  Marke,  party  hereto,  on  the  body  of  the 
"  said  Grace  Haddon  lawfully  begotten  (if  more 
"  than  one  child),  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever, 
"  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor  aforesaid, 
"  as  tenants  in  common;  and  if  but  one  such  child, 
*«  then  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  such  only  child, 
«*  his  or  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  according 
**  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor,  such  surrender 
**  or  surrenders  of  the  said  premises  to  be  made  at 
"  the  costs  and  charges,  in  all  things,  of  such  child 
«<  or  children  who  shall  be  entitled  to  take  the 
**  same  by  virtue  hereof.     And  in  default  of  issue 
**  of  the  body  of  the  said  Robert  Marke,  party 


ON    APPEALS    AND    WRITS   OF   ERROR.  9 

"  hereto,  on  the  body  of  the  said  Grace  Haddon       1884. 

"  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  that  shall  be  living  at 

"  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  them, 

•*  the  said  Robert  Marke,  party  hereto,  and  Grace 

"  Haddon,  then  upon  this  further  condition,  and 

**  upon  this  further  special  trust  and  confidence, 

"  that  they,   the   said  John   Haddon  and  John 

"  Marke,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  and  his  heirs  or 

'^  assigns,  shall  surrender  into  the  hands  of  the  lord 

**  of  the  manor  aforesaid  for  the  time  being,  all  and 

*^  singular  the  said  several  messuages,  tenements, 

"  lands  and  premises,  with  their  respective  appur- 

«*  tenances,'  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  right 

"  heirs  of  the  said  Robert  Marke,  party  hereto,  for 

^<  ever,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor 

"  erf   Taunton    Deane ;    such   surrender  or  sur- 

<<  renders  last  mentioned  to  be  made  at  the  costs 

<<  and  charges,  in  all  things,   of  such  person  or 

"  persons  who  by  virtue   of  the  last-mentioned 

^*  ccHidition  or  limitation  shall  be  entitled  to  take 

"  the  same/' 

The  estates  comprised  in  the  articles  of  agreement 
were  duly  surrendered  to  the  trustees,  John  Haddon 
and  John  Marke,  and  they  were  admitted. 

There  was  issue  of  the  marriage  of  Robert  Marke 
and  Grace  Haddon  one  child  only,  named  Eliza- 
beth Marke. 

Robert  Marke  died  in  the  year  1779,  leaving  his 
Widow  Grace  Marke  (formerly  Grace  Haddon)  and 
his  daughter  Elizabeth  Marke  surviving.  Elizabeth 
Marke  died  in  the  year  1812,  without  having  been 
married.     The  widow  Grace  Marke  died  in  the 

year  1819.   ' 

Robert  Marke  had  no  other  issue ;  and  at  the  time 

of  the  death  of  Grace  Marke,  the  Respondent,  as 
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1834.  his  youngest  sister  was,  according  to  the  cuttorii^f 
the  manor  of  Taunton  Deane,  the  heirete  of  Robert 
Marke. 

By  some  mesne  surrenders  the  legal  estate  in  the 
premises  comprised  in  the  articles  of  agreement 
(with  the  exception  of  a  small  part)  became  vested 
in  Thomas  Southwood,  who  was  also  the  lord  of 
the  manor,  and  he  had  some  time  before  the  filing 
of  the  bill  entered  into  possession. 

On  the  13th  of  May,  1825,  the  Respondent  filed 
her  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  against  Thomas 
Southwood.  The  bill  set  forth  shortly  the  above- 
mentioned  articles  of  agreement,  stating  that  they 
were  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  and  that 
the  Respondent  was  unable  to  set  them  forth  with 
certainty.  It  then  stated  the  surrender  to  the 
tl^ustees,  and  that  they  were  admitted  to  the 
premises  to  hold  the  same  to  them  and  their  heii^ 
and  assigns  for  ever,  according  to  the  custom  of 
the  manor,  upon  the  trusts  expressed  and  declared 
in  the  articles  of  agreement. 

The  bill  further  stated,  that  the  marriage  of 
Robert  Marke  and  Grace  Haddon  was  duly  had 
and  solemnized  shortly  afler  the  date  and  execution 
of  the  articles  of  agreement;  and  that  there  was 
issue  of  the  marriage  one  daughter,  Elizabeth  Marke 
only,  and  that  Robert  Marke  held  and  enjoyed  the 
customary  premises  during  his  life,  and  that  he 
died  in  or  about  the  year  1779*  intestate  as  to  the 
said  customary  premises,  and  that  after  his  death 
Grace  Marke  his  widow  held  and  enjoyed  the 
premises,  pursuant  to  the  articles  of  agreement, 
until  her  death. 

The  bill  then  stated,  that  Elizabeth  Marke  died 
in  oi*  about  the  year  181^  without  having  had  issue. 
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wid  without  having  been  maiTied,  and  that  Grace,     ^^i 
the  widow  of  Robert  Marke,  departed  this  life  in 
or  about  the  year  1819. 

The  bill  further  stated  that,  Robert  Marke  had 
no  issue  save  as  aforesaid,  and  that  he  had  left  no 
brother  him  surviving,  and  tliat  the  Respondent 
was  bis  youngest  sister ;  and  that  the  Respondent  as 
tttch  3^ungest  sister  became  and  was  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  Grace  Marke,  and  was  then  the 
heiress  of  Robert  Marke,  according  to  the  custom 
of  the  manor  of  Taunton  Deane,  and  that  the 
Respondent  as  such  customary  heiress,  upon  the 
death  c^  Grace  Marke,  became  entitled  to  the  said 
customary  messuages  or  tenements,  farms  and 
lands,  imder  and  by  virtue  of  the  trusts  of  the  said 
articles  of  agreement 

The  bill  then  stated,  that  in  or  about  the  year  1810 
the  said  John  Haddon  and  John  Marke  surrendered 
the  said  customary  premises  into  the  hands  of  the 
lord  of  the  manor,  to  the  use  of  some  other 
persons,  who  were  thereupon  admitted  to  the  same, 
subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  said  articles  of  agree- 
ment, and  that  by  some  other  surrenders  and 
admittances,  or  other  assurances,  the  particulars  of 
which  the  Respondent  was  unable  to  discover,  and, 
lastly,  by  some  surrender  made  to,  and  to  the  use 
of  the  Defendant  Thomas  Southwood,  who  was 
the  lord  of  the  manor,  the  legal  estate  in  the  said 
premises  became  and  was  vested  in  him  the  said 
Thomas  Southwood,  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the 
aaid  articles  of  agreement,  and  that  he  had  ever 
since  the  death  of  the  said  Grace  Marke  been  in 
the  possession  of  the  same,  or  in  the  receipt  of  the 
rrats  and  profits  thereof. 

The  bill  charged  that,  at  and  previous  to  the 
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^^  time  when  the  said  customary  premises  were 
surrendered  or  assured  to  the  Defendant,  he  was 
well  awareof  and  had  notice  of  the  said  articles  of 
agreement,  and  of  the  trusts  thereof^  and  that  the 
said  articles  of  agreement,  or  some  memorandum 
thereof  or  relating  thereto,  were  or  was  entered 
upon  the  court  rolls  of  the  said  manor ;  and  that 
the  same  were  recited  or  referred  to  in  the  several 
instruments  under  which  the  Defendant  claimed; 
and  that  the  Defendant  took  some  bond  or 
covenant  by  way  of  indemnity  against  any  claims 
to  be  made  by  the  Respondent,  or  any  other 
person  entitled  under  the  said  articles  of  agree* 
ment,  and  that  the  several  persons  through  or 
under  whom  the  said  Defendant  claimed,  respect- 
ively had  notice  of  the  said  articles  of  agreement, 
at  and  previous  to  the  times  when  the  said  premises 
were  surrendered  or  assured  to  them  respectively  ; 
and  that  under  the  circumstances  aforesaid  the 
Defendant  became  and  was  a  trustee  of  the  legal 
estate,  of  and  in  the  customary  premises,  upon  and 
subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  said  articles  of 
agreement. 

The  bill  prayed  that,  it  might  be  declared  that 
the  Respondent  was  in  equity  entitled  to  the  said 
customary  premises,  and  that  the  Defendant  might 
be  decreed  to  grant,  surrender,  or  otherwise  assure 
the  same,  to  her  and  her  heirs  and  assigns,  and  to 
admit  her  to  the  same  ;  and  that  an  account  might 
be  taken  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  premises 
possessed  or  received  by  the  Defendant,  or  for  his 
use  or  by  his  order,  since  the  death  of  Grace  Marke, 
and  that  he  might  be  decreed  to  pay  to  the 
Respondent  what  should  be  found  due  from  him 
on  taking  such  account  j  and  to  deliver  up  to  her 
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the  copies  of  court  roll  and  other  instruments  and       1834. 

writings  relating  to  the  said  cusfomary  premises ; 

and  for  a  receiver. 

The   Defendant   Thomas    South  wood    by    his 

answer,  admitted    the    seisin   of  Robert  Marke ; 

the  articles,  the  surrender,  the  marriage,  and  that 

there  was  issue  of  the  marriage  only  one  daughter, 

atid  that  Robert  Marke  held  the  premises  until  his 

death  in  I779. 

He   then  stated  that  he  believed  that  Robert 

Marke  was  seized  of  other  customary  lands  and 

hereditaments    held   of   the   manor   of   Taunton 
Deane,  besides  the  messuages,  &c.  comprised  in 

the  articles;  and  that  Robert  Marke  in  his  life 
time  made  and  published  his  last  will  and  testament 

ih  writing,  bearing  date  the  24th  of  October,  1779f 
arid  which  was  duly  executed  and  attested  as  by 
law  requited  for  devising  lands  of  inheritance,  as 
the  Defendant  believed,  and  that  thereby  after 
reciting  that  previous  to  his  marriage  with  his  wife 
Grace   he   surrendered   and  settled   the   greatest 
part  of  his  Taunton  Deane  lands  unto  or  to  the 
use  of  his  said  wife,  for  her  life  ;  and  having  other 
lands,  parcel   of  the  manor   of  Taunton  Deane, 
which  were  not  settled,  in  order  to  make  some 
provision  for  Betty  his  daughter  and  only  child 
(meaning  the  said  Elizabeth  Marke),  he  had  then 
surrendered  his  Taunton  Deane  lands  to  his  father- 
in-law  John  Haddon,  upon  trust  to  perform  and 
fulfil  his  will ;  he  did  thereby  give  and  devise  unto 
the  said  John  Haddon  all  his  Taunton  Deane  lands 
whatsoever  and   wheresoever   (not  settled  on  his 
marriage  as  aforesaid),  with  the  appurtenances,  to 
hold  to   the  said  John    Haddon,   his   heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
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l8Si.  manor ;  upon  trust,  that  John  Haddon  or  his 
heirs  should,  if  he  or  they  should  think  fit  or 
necessary,  sell  and  dispose  of  such  unsettled  lands, 
and  with  the  monies  arising  thereby,  and  by  the 
sale  of  his  personal  estate,  pay  off  and  discharge  all 
his  just  debts  and  funeral  expenses,  and  from  and 
after  the  payment  thereof,  upon  trust,  that  John 
Haddon,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators, 
should  apply  the  overplus  of  such  monies  in  the 
maintenance,  education,  and  placing  out  of  his  said 
daughter  Betty,  in  such  manner  as  he  or  they 
should,  in  his  or  their  discretion,  think  fit,  until  she 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  when 
and  as  she  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
upon  trust,  to  pay  such  overplus  money,  if  any 
unexpended  in  the  trusts  aforesaid,  unto  his  said 
daughter  Betty,  to  and  for  her  own  use  and  benefit. 

As  to  the  allegation  in  the  bill  that  Robert 
Marke  died  intestate  as  to  the  customary  pre- 
mises, the  Defendant  submitted  that  if  Robert 
Marke  took  any  estate  or  interest  in  the  customary 
premises,  by  virtue  of  the  articles,  other  than  an 
estate  for  life,  all  such  estate  or  interest  passed  by 
the  will  of  Robert  Marke,  to  or  in  trust  for  his 
daughter  Betty  Marke  (otherwise  Elizabeth  Marke) 
subject  to  the  testator's  debts. 

He  said,  he  believed  that  John  Haddon,  who 
survived  his  co-trustee  John  Marke,  by  his  sur- 
render, called  a  dormant  surrender,  taken  on  the 
1st  of  March,  1785,  according  to  the  custom  of 
the  manor,  surrendered  into  the  hands  of  the  Lord 
all  his  messuages,  &c.  as  well  bondland  as  over- 
land, customary  as  fineable,  within  the  hundred  of 
Staplegrove,  as  elsewhere  within  the  manor  of 
7!\iunton  Dean,  to  the  use  of  William  Haddon  an^d 
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Thomas  Cpimish,  their  heirs  and  as$ignsi  accordiog  18S4. 
to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  to  be  holdeu  upon 
comiition  to  peribrm  the  will  of  John  Haddon  j 
and  upon  further  condition  that  if  John  Haddon 
should  die  before  Lady-day,  179^»  and  in  the 
meantime  the  premises  aforesaid  he  should  not 
otherwise  dispose  of  or  surrender,  nor  the  said 
surrender  revoke  then  the  surrender  was  to  be 
and  remain  in  full  force,  otherwise  to  be  void : 
And  he  believed  that,  by  eight  several  entries  or 
admittances  duly  made  and  passed  according  to 
the  custom  of  the  said  manor,  on  the  23rd  of 
September,  1786^  the  said  William  Haddon  and 
Thomas  Cornish  therein  described  to  be  sur^ 
renderees  in  the  dormant  surrender  of  John 
Haddon,  deceased,  and  which  said  John  Haddon 
was  the  surviving  surrenderee  in  certain  surrenders 
bearing:  date  the  26th  of  April,  1769>  and  made  by 
Robert  Marke,  deceased,  in  consideration  of  a 
marriage  between  him  and  Grace  Haddon,  spinster, 
w^re  admitted  tenants  of  the  premises  theretofore 
of  Robert  Marke,  deceased,  afterwai-ds  of  Robert 
Marke  his  son,  and  then  late  of  John  Marke. 
deceased,  and  the  said  John  Haddon,  to  be  holden 
upon  the  conditions  contained  in  tixe  said  abstracted 
dormant  surrender,  and  further  upon  the  conditions 
contained  in  the  surrender  of  the  26th  of  April, 
1769  ;  and  (Jiat  the  said  William  Haddon  survived 
his  said  co-trustee  Thomas  Cornish,  and  afterwards 
died  without  having  made  any  surrender  of  lands, 
parcek  of  the  said  manor,  to  the  uses  of  his  will ; 
andr  ^^  thereuppn  the  same  lands  descended  to 
hi9^  widoWf  3etty  Haddon,  who  was  his  heir 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor ;  and 
tli9^ ,  the,  sfiid   Bfitty   Haddon,   hy  eight    several 
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1834..       entries  taken  on  the  12th  of  October,  1802,  therein 
Biisr*      described  to  be  the  widow  relict  and  customary 
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•'^^  heir  of  the  said  William  Haddon,  was  duly  admitted 
tenant  to  the  said  premises,  according  to  the  custom 
of  the  said  manor ;  and  that  the  said  Betty  Haddon, 
by  eight  several  surrenders  taken  on  the  15th  of 
April,  1803,  duly  surrendered  the  said  premises 
into  the  hands  of  the  Lord,  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  said  manor,  to  the  use  of  the  said 
Elizabeth  Marke,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever ; 
and  that  the  said  Elizabeth  Marke  duly  fined  to  the 
Lord  of  the  said  Manor  for  the  same  lands,  and 
became  the  legal  tenant  thereof  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  said  manor. 

The  defendant  by  his   answer   then  said  that 
Grace    Haddon   (afterwards  Grace   Turner,   the 
mother  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Marke)  had  issue  by 
her  said  husband  James  Turner,  two  sons,  namely, 
John  Haddon  Turner  and  James  Turner,  and  one 
daughter,  since  deceased,  and  that  the  said  Eliza- 
beth Marke,  by  her  dormant  surrender  taken  the 
l6th  of  February,  1812,  surrendered  into  the  hands 
of  the  lord  of  the  said  manor,  according  to  the 
custom  thereof,  all  her  messuages,  tenements,  lands, 
and  cottages,  whatsoever,  as  well  bondland  as  over- 
land, customary  or  fineable,  within  the  hundred  of 
Poundisford,   or  elsewhere  within   the   manor  of 
Taunton  Deane,  to  the  use  of  the  said  John  Had- 
don  Turner,  her  brother  of  the  half-blood,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  for  ever,  to  be  holden  upon  condition 
to  perform  the  will  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Marke, 
and    upon    further    condition,   that    if   the   said 
Elizabeth   Marke,   should  happen   to   die   before 
Lady-day,  1819,  and  in  the  meantime  the  premises 
aforesaid  she  should  not  otherwise  dispose  of  or 
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surrender,  nor  the  said  surrender  revoke,  then  the  18S4. 
same  surrender  should  remain  in  force,  otherwise 
to  be  void.  And  he  believed  that  the  said  Eliza^ 
beth  Marke  duly  made  and  published  her  last  will 
and  testament  in  writing,  bearing  date  the  said  I6th 
of  February,  1812,  and  which  was  duly  executed 
and  attested  as  by  law  required  for  devising  estates 
of  inheritance,  as  the  defendant  believed,  and 
thereby  gave  and  devised  all  her  messuages  or  te- 
nements, situate  in  the  parish  of  CorfFe,  and  county 
of  Somerset,  unto  her  brother  of  the*  half-blood, 
James  Turner,  his  heirs  and  assigns ;  and  all  the 
rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  her  messuages, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  she  gave  and 
devised  unto  her  brother  of  the  half-blood,  John 
Haddon  Turner,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever : 
And  believed  that  the  said  Elizabeth  Marke  died 
soon  after  the  date  and  execution  of  her  said  will, 
and  that,  by  eight  several  entiles  bearing  date  the 
21st  of  April,  1812,  the  said  John  Haddon  Turner, 
therein  described  as  the  surrenderee  named  in  the 
dormant  surrender  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Marke, 
was  duly  admitted  tenant  of  the  premises  thereto- 
fore of  William  Haddon,  deceased,  afterwards  of 
Betty  Haddon,  his  widow,  and  then  late  of  Eliza- 
beth Marke,  deceased,  to  be  holden  upon  the  con- 
ditions mentioned  in  the  said  dormant  surrender  of 
the  said  Elizabeth  Marke. 

The  defendant  further  said  he  believed  that  the 
said  testatrix,  Elizabeth  Marke,  at  the  time  of 
making  and  publishing  her  said  will,  had  no  mes- 
suages, lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  what- 
soever, save  the  said  messuages  and  lands  devised 
by  her  said  will  to  the  said  James  Turner  the 
younger,  and  the  residue  of  her  said  messuages, 
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1834.  faroiB,  lands,  and  hereditaments,  parcels  of  the 
said  manor,  and  devised  to  the  said  John  Haddon 
Turner. 

The  defendant  furtlier  said,  that  in  or  about  the 
month  of  October,  1820,  he  the  defendant  agreed 
with  the  said  James  Turner  the  younger  for  the 
purchase  of  one  close  of  arable  land,  containing,  by 
estimation  six  acres,  parcel  of  the  said  messuage, 
and  one  fartliingland  of  bondland,  in  the  tything 
of  Corfie,  devised  to  him  by  the  will  of  the  said 
J^lizabeth  Marke,  being  part  of  the  lands  comprised 
in  the  said  articles  of  the  24th  of  April,  1769»  for 
the  sum  of  300L ;  and  that  he  paid  the  sum  of 
300/1  to  the  said  James  Turner,  and  that  thereupon, 
by  a  surrender  bearing  date  the  I4th  of  October, 
1820,  duly  made  and  passed  according  to  the<:us- 
tomof  the  said  manor,  the  said  John  Haddon 
Turner,  as  the  surrenderee  named  in  the  dormant 
surrender  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Marke,  did,  at  the 
reque3t  and  by  the  direction  of  the  said  James 
Turner  the  father,  and  the  said  James  Turner  (the 
brother  of  the  said  John  Haddon  Turner,  and  de- 
visee named  in  the  will  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Marke) 
surrender  into  the  hands  of  the  Lord ;  and  the  said 
James  Turner  the  father,  and  James  Turner  the 
younger,  did  surrender,  release,  and  quit  claim  into 
the  hands  of  the  Lord  all  their  and  each  of  their 
right,  title,  estate,  and  interest,  at  law  or  in  equity, 
of^  into,  and  out  of  the  said  close  of  arable  land, 
by  the  description  thereijo  mentioned,  to  the  use  of 
hmi  the  defendant,  his  heirs  and  assigns.;  and  that 
by  virtue  of  the  said  purchase,  and  of  the  said  sur- 
render  he,  the  defendant,  on  or  about  the  14th  of 
October,  1820,  entered  into  the  possession  of  the 
s^id  hereditaments  therein  comprised,  and  into  the 
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receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  and  that       18S4. 
he  had  ever  since  been  in  such  possession  and  re- 
ceipt. 

The  defendant  further  stated,  that  in  or  about  the 
month  of  February,  ISS^^,  he  agreed  with  the  said 
John  Haddon  Turner  to  purchase  other  parts  of 
the  messuages,  farms,  lands,  and  hereditaments, 
comprised  in  the  said  articles  of  the  28th  of  April, 
1769,  for  the  sum  of  5,500/1  and  that  he  paid  in 
part,  and  secured  by  his  promissory  note  other  part 
of  the  said  sum  of  5,500/.,  to  the  said  John  Haddon 
Turner,  and  that  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agree- 
ment the  said  John  Haddon  Turner,  by  seven  several 
surrenders  taken  the  17th  of  August,  18-24,  for  the 
several  considerations  therein  mentioned,  amounting 
together  to  the  sum  of  5,500/.,  to  him  paid  by  the 
defendant,  surrendered  the  premises  so  purchased 
into  the  hands  of  the  lord  of  the  said  manor,  to  the 
use  of  him  the  defendant,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor } 
and  that  by  virtue  of  the  said  purchase,  and  of  the 
said  several  surrenders,  he  the  defendant,  on  or 
about  the  24th  of  June,  1824,  entered  into  the 
posessions  of  the  said  several  hereditaments  therein 
comprised,  and  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof,  and  had  ever  since  been  in  such  possession 
and  receipt 

The  defendant  admitted  and  believed  it  to  be 
true,  that  the  said  Robert  Marke  had  no  issue  save 
as  aforesaid,  and  he  believed  it  to  be  true  that  the 
said  Robert  Marke  left  no  brother  him  surviving, 
and  that  the  respondent  was  his  youngest  sister, 
and  that  the  respondent  as  such  youngest  sister 
became,  and  was  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the 
said  Grace  Marke,  and  was  then  the  heiress  of  the 
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1834,  said  Robert  Marke,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
said  manor ;  and  he  said  that  the  widow  of  the 
tenant  dying  seized  of  customary  lands,  parcel 
of  the  said  manor,  is  his  heir  of  such  lands  to  her 
and  her  heirs  absolutely ;  and  that  the  said  Grace 
Marke  was  therefore  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the 
said  Robert  Marke  his  heiress,  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  said  manor. 

The  defendant  admitted,  that  the  legal  estate  of 
and  in  the  said  premises,  did  by  the  means  therein- 
before mentioned  become  and  was  vested  in  him 
the  defendant ;  but  he  denied,  to  the  best  of  his 
knowledge  and  belief,  for  the  reasons  thereinbe- 
fore mentioned,  that  the  same  was  subject  to  the 
said  articles  :  He  admitted  that  he  was  the  lord  of 
the  said  manor  of  Taunton  Deane. 

The  defendant  further  admitted,  that  at  and  pre- 
vious to  the  respective  times  when  the  said  custo- 
mary premises  were  surrendered  or  assured  to  him 
the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  he  was  aware  of  and  had 
notice  of  the  said  articles  of  agreement  and  the 
trusts  thereof,  and  that  the  said  articles  of  agree- 
ment were  deposited  with  the  court  rolls  of  the 
said  manor,  and  that  the  said  articles  were  referred 
to  in  the  said  several  eight  surrenders  of  the  26th 
of  April,  1769.  He  said,  that  upon  the  occasion 
of  the  said  purchase  of  the  said  premises  in  Octo- 
ber, 1820,  the  said  John  Haddon  Turner,  James 
Turner,  and  James  Turner  the  younger,  entered 
into  and  executed  a  deed  of  covenant  with  him  the 
defendant,  for  the  title,  peaceable  possession,  and 
further  assurance  of  the  said  close  of  land  in  the 
parish  of  Corffe,  bearing  date  the  14th  of  October, 
1820  ;  and  that  upon  the  occasion  of  his  purchase 
of  other  parts  of  the  said  lands  and  premises  in 
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February,  1824,  it  was  proposed  that  the  said  l«554. 
James  Turner,  the  father  of  the  said  John  Haddon 
Turner,  should  enter  with  the  said  John  Haddon 
Turner  into  a  deed  of  covenant  with  the  defendant 
for  the  title  of  the  said  last-mentioned  premises, 
and  that  accordingly  a  deed  of  covenant  was  pre- 
pared, bearing  date  the  17th  of  August,  1824,  from 
the  said  John  Haddon  Turner  and  James  Turner 
the  father,  to  the  defendant  for  the  peaceable  en- 
joyment of  the  said  premises,  free  from  all  incum- 
brances whatsoever,  except  the  fines,  rents,  heriots, 
duties,  suits  and  services,  in  respect  of  the  said 
premises,  and  for  further  assurance ;  and  that  the 
said  John  Haddon  Turner  executed  the  said  deed, 
but  the  said  James  Turner  refused  to  execute,  and 
had  never  executed  the  same ;  and,  save  as  afore- 
said, he  said  that  he  did  not  receive  any  bond, 
covenant,  or  other  instrument  or  security,  by  way 
of  indemnity  against  any  claim  to  be  made  by  the 
respondent  or  any  other  person  entitled  under  the 
said  articles  of  agreement,  or  against  any  other 
claim  in  respect  of  the  same  premises. 

The  defendant  further  said,  he  believed  that  the 
several  persons  through  or  under  whom  he  claimed 
to  be  entitled  to  the  said  customary  premises  had 
notice  of  the  said  articles  of  agreement  at,  and  pre- 
vious to  the  time  when  the  premises  were  sur- 
rendered, or  otherwise  assured  to  them  ;  but  he 
submitted  that  he  was  not  a  trustee  of  the  legal 
estate  in  the  premises  upon  the  trusts  of  the  said 
articles,  and  that  the  said  premises  were  not,  ac- 
cording to  the  true  construction  of  the  articles, 
upon  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  said  Robert 
Marke  and  Grace  Marke,  without  leaving  issue  of 
the  said  marriage  then  living,  to  be  surrendered 
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1834.  t^  ^h®  person  or  persons  who  should  then*  be  the 
customary  heir  or  heirs  of  the  said  Robert  Marke. 
The  answer  was  replied  to,  and  the  cause  came 
on  to  be  heard  before  the  Vice  ChanceUor  on  the 
30th  of  June,  1829,  when  a  decree  was  niade^ 
whereby  it  was  declared  that  the  respondent  was 
entitled  to  the  customary  messuages,  lands  and  pre- 
mises, in  the  pleadings  mentioned ;  and  it  was  de- 
creed, that  the  defendant  Thomas  Southwood  should 
grant,  surrender,  or  otherwise  assure  the  said  custo- 
mary messuages,  lands  and  premises  to  the  respond- 
ent and  her  heirs  and  assigns,  and  that  it  should 
be  referred  to  the  master  in  rotation  to  settle  a 
proper  deed^  or  grant  surrender  or  assurance  of  the 
customary  premises,  in  case  the  parties  differed 
about  the  same ;  and  that  the  defendant  Thomas 
Southwood  should  admit  the  respondent  to  the 
customary  premises ;  and  that  it  should  be  re- 
ferred to  the  master  to  take  an  account  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  said  customary  premises,  possessed 
or  received  by  the  defendant  Thomas  Southwood, 
or  by  any  other  person  or  persons  by  his  order 
or  for  his  use,  since  the  death  of  Grace  Marke,  in 
the  pleadings  named ;  and  that  the  said  Thomas 
Southwood  should  pay  to  the  respondent  what 
should  be  found  to  be  due  from  him,  on  taking 
such  account,  and  deliver  up  to  the  respondent, 
upon  oath,  the  copies  of  court  roll  and  other  in- 
struments and  writings  in  his  custody  or  power 
relating  to  the  said  customary  premises. 

The  Defendant,  Thomas  Southwood,  died  in  the 
month  of  May,  1830,  having,  on  the  8th  of  Octo- 
ber, 1829,  presented  a  petition  to  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, praying  for  a  re-hearing  of  the  cause. 

The  Respondent,  on   the  12th   pf  November^ 


ON    APPEALS    AND    WRITS    OF    ERROR.  23 

1830,  filed  a  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement  against  ^fm^' 
the  Appellants,  stating  (among  other  things)  the 
proceedings  in  the  cause,  and  the  death  of  Thomas 
Southwood,  and  that  Thomas  Southwood  by  his 
last  will  and  testament,  bearing  date  the  18th  of 
May,  18S9,  devised  his  estates,  and  the  lands  and 
hereditaments  in  the  pleadings  of  the  original  cause 
mentioned,  unto  the  Appellants  Ann  Bush  atid 
Robert  Mattock,  as  therein  mentioned,  and  ap- 
pointed  the  Appellant  Robert  Mattock  his  sbfe 
exebutor ;  and  that  the  Appellant  Robert  Mattock 
was  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  will  the  lord  of  the 
said  manor;  and  that  such  estate  and  interest,  if 
anv:  as  the  late  Defendant  Thomas  Southwood 
had  in  the  customary  premises  in  (Question,  was 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  will  vested  in  the 
Appellants,  and  that  they,  or  some,  or  one  of  them, 
etitered  into,  and  were  in  possession  or  receipt  of 
the  r^nts  and  profits  thereof;  jtnd  praying  that  the 
said  suit  and  proceedings  therein  might  be  revived 
and  put  in  the  same  plight  and  condition  as  the 
same  were  in  at  the  time  when  the  same  became 
abated,  and  that  the  Respondent  might  have  the 
benefit  of  the  said  Suit  and  proceedings  therein 
against  the  Appellants,  and  that  the  Appellant 
Robert  Mattock  might  admit  assets  of  the  late  De- 
fendant  Thomas  Southwood,  come  to  his  hands, 
sufficient  fdMhe  purposes  of  the  suit;  or  otherwise 
that  an  acdbunt  might  be  taken  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  late  Defendant  Thomas  Southwood. 

The  Appellants  put  in  their  answer  to  the  last 
mentioned  bill,  and  thereby  admitted  amongst  other 
things  the  death  of  Thomas  Southwood,  and  his 
will,  and  that  he  was  seized  in  fee  simple  of  the 
manor  of  Taunton  Deane,  and  that  the  Appellant 
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ISS*.  Robert  Mattock  was  under  and  by  virtue  of  Thomas 
South  wood's  will,  lord  of  the  manor,  and  that  such 
estate  and  interest  as  Thomas  Southwood  had  in 
the  premises  in  the  bill  mentioned  was  under  and 
by  virtue  of  the  said  will  vested  in  the  Appellants, 
and  that  they  had  entered  into  possession  or  re- 
ceipt of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  parts  devised  to 
them  respectively ;  and  the  Appellant  Robert  Mat- 
tock admitted  assets  of  the  late  Defendant,  Thomas 
Southwood,  for  the  purposes  of  the  suit. 

The  suit  was  revived  by  an  order,  bearing  date 
the  13th  of  December,  1830. 

The  original  cause  came  on  to  be  re»heard  be- 
fore the  Lord  Chancellor,  on  the  16th  day  of 
June,  1831;  and  the  supplemental  cause  was 
heard  at  the  same  time.  On  the  20th  of  June, 
1831,  his  Lordship  pronounced  a  decree  in  both 
causes,  whereby  it  was  ordered  that  the  decree 
made  in  the  original  cause,  bearing  date  the  30th 
of  June,  18299  should  be  affirmed ;  and  in  the  sup- 
plemental cause  it  was  ordered  and  decreed  that 
the  Appellants  should  grant,  surrender,  or  other- 
wise assure  the  customary  messuages,  lands,  and 
premises  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  to  the  Re- 
spondent  and  her  assigns ;  and  that  it  should  be 
referred  to  the  Master  to  whom  the  original  cause 
stood  referred  to  settle  a  proper  deed,  or  grant, 
surrender,  or  assurance  of  the  said  customary  pre- 
mises, in  case  the  parties  differed  about  the  same ; 
and  that  the  Appellant  Robert  Mattock  should 
admit  the  Respondent  to  the  said  customary  pre- 
mises ;  and  that  the  said  decree  should  be  carried 
on  and  prosecuted,  and  the  accounts  thereby  di- 
rected should  be  taken  and  carried  on  between  the 
then  parties  to  the  supplemental  suit,  in  like  manner 
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as  by  the  said  decree  directed  as  to  the  parties  to  KS34. 
the  original  suit ;  and  that  what  should  be  found 
due  on  taking  the  accounts  thereby  directed  from 
the  said  late  Defendant,  should  be  answered  by  the 
said  Appellant  Robert  Mattock,  the  sole  executor 
of  the  said  late  Defendant,  out  of  his  assets,  the 
said  Appellant  Robert  Mattock  by  his  answer  to 
the  supplemental  bill  admitting  assets  sufficient  for 
that  purpose ;  and  that  what  would  be  found  due 
from  the  Appellants,  on  taking  the  said  accounts, 
should  be  answered  by  them  personally. 

From  this  decree  the  appeal  was  presented. 

For  the  Appellants,   Sir   Tf\  Home  and  Mr. 
Preston. 

The  ultimate  limitation  in  the  marriage  articles, 
in  default  of  issue  of  the  body  of  Robert  Marke, 
the  settlor,  on  the  body  of  the  said  Grace  Haddon. 
living  at  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  them  the  said 
Robert  Marke  and  Grace  Haddon,  "  to  the  use  of 
*<  the  right  heirs  of  the  said  Robert  Marke  and 
"  settlor,  tor  ever,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
"  manor,"  was  a  reservation  of  the  old  estate  of 
the  settlor,  and  revested  the  estate  in  him,  subject 
to  the  previous  limitations,  and  upon  his  death  the 
same  descended  to  and  vested  in  his  widow  (who 
survived  him)  as  his  heir,  according  to  the  custom 
of  the  manor,  and  not,  as  contended  for  on  the 
part  of  the  Respondent,  a  limitation  by  purchase 
to  an  unknown  and  uncertain  person,  who  by 
chaoce  might  happen  to  answer  the  character  of 
customary  heir  at  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the 
settlor  and  his  wife.  The  manifest  object  and 
intention  of  the  marriage  articles  was  confined  to 
the  making  a  provision  for  the  wife  of  the  settlor 
and  the  children  of  the  marriage,    the  marriage 
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18S4.  articles  being,  according  to  an  express  recital  con- 
tained tbei-ein,  made  in  consideration  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  of  the  marriage  portion  or  fortune  of 
Grace  Haddon  the  intended  wife.  If  Robert 
Marke  had  survived  his  wife  and  daughter,  he 
would  have  been  entitled  to  have  called  on  the 
trustees  to  re-surrender  the  customary  premises  to 
him,  the  sole  objects  and:  purposes  of  the  trusts 
having  been  spent  and  gone.  It  never  could  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  settlor  to  settle  his  own 
estate,  so  that  even  if  his  wife  died  the  day  after 
the  marriage,  his  interest  therein  should'  be  re- 
duced to  a  life  estate  merely  in  favour  of  a  person 
uncertain  and  undefinable  during  his  life,  andirom 
whom  no  consideration,  either  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, moved.  A  provision  for  any  person  or  ob- 
ject unconnected  with  the  marriage  is  negatived 
by  the  first  trust  in  the  articles,  viz.  the  trust  to 
permit  Robert  Marke,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to 
hold  and  enjoy  the  premises  until  the 'marriage  i  it 
is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Respondisnt,  that 
this  case  is  an  exception  to  the  general  riile  of  con- 
struction in  such  cases,  inasmuch  as  the  trustees 
are,  by  the  terms  of  the  trust,  required  to  do  an 
act  after  the  happening  of  the  contingency,  viz.  to 
surrender  the  trust  estate ;  but  it  is  submitted,  that 
this  expression  is  mere  form,  part  of  the  cantilena 
of  trusts,  and  did  not  exclude  the  right  of  .the 
settlor  to  his  old  reversion  as  a  reversion. 

If  the  ultimate  limitation  was  not  a  reservation 
of  the  old  use,  the  contingency  upon  which  the 
same  was  to  take  effect  ceased  on  the  death  of 
£lizabeth  Marke,  the  only  issue  of  the  marriage  in 
1812  ;  and  upon  such  event  the  ultimate  limitation 
vested  in  Grace  Turner,  the  widow,  and  heir  of 
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the  testator,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor.  1884. 
The  custom  of  the  manor  which  constitutes  the 
youngest  sister  heir  according  to  the  custom,  ap- 
plies only  to  a  descent  taking  place  at  the  death 
of  the  owner ;  and  at  that  time  the  Respondent 
was  not  heir,  or  customary  heir.  The  settlor,  after 
the  purposes  of  the  settlement  are  satisfied,  is  sup- 
posed to  divest  himself  of  the  dominion  of  his  pro- 
perty in  favour  of  some  unknown  object,  a  person 
not  in  existence;  and  if  his  wife  and  children 
should  die  in  his  lifetime,  to  deprive  himself  of  the 
power  of  providing^  for  any  future  wife  or  child. 
The  question  then  arises,  who  are  the  right  heirs, 
and  when  are  they  to  be  ascertained  ?  at  the  death 
of  the  settlor  or  that  of  his  widow  ?  An  heir  to 
take  by  purchase  should  be  so  at  the  death  of  the 
ancestor.  HoUoway  v.  Holloway  •  ;  Long  v.  Black- 
alL  t  It  may  be  said  that  the  widow  or  daughter 
could  not  take  as  heirs,  since  they  are  provided  for 
by  the  settlement.  But  the  widow  takes  only  a 
life  estate.  The  persons  destined  to  take  under 
the  limitation  of  the  settlement  are,  the  husband, 
wife,  and  children.  The  children  may  be  preferred 
to  the  wife ;  but  there  being  no  children,  why  may 
ndt  the  wife  take  ?  The  heir,  to  take  as  purchaser, 
is,  by  the  custom,  the  heir  by  limitation,  is  of  the 
old  use.  Thnistout  v.  Cunningham  t ;  Robinson's 
Cxavelkind,  11 7.  All  reversions,  after  particular 
estates  created,  vest  in  the  grantor.  Co.  Litt. 
2S.  b.  A  tenant  in  fee  creating  an  estate  tail, 
hath  a  reversion.  Tippen^s  Case.  §  In  Goodtitle  v. 
Pugk%  it  was  to  the  right  heirs,  the  son  being 
excepted ;  and  Lord  Mansfield  was  misled. 

♦  5  Ves.  899.  t  3  Ves.  486. 

X  2  Black.  1046.;  more  fully  reported  Fearne,  C.  R.  68. 

§  Cited  1  P.  W.  353.;  Fearne,  51.  II  Fearnc,  573. 
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1  as*.  That  this  is  the  case  of  a  copyhold  makes  no  differ- 

ence. The  old  use  was  not  taken  out  of  the  settlor, 
and  he  required  no  new  admission*  It  was  the  rem- 
nant of  the  old  estate.  If  the  widow  was  not  entitled 
as  the  customary  heir,  the  daughter,  as  heir,  pro- 
cured a  conveyance  from  the  trustees,  and  obtained 
the  legal  estate,  which  estate  the  Appellant  holds 
as  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration. 

A  title  adverse  to  that  claimed  by  the  Respond- 
ent having,  by  the  surrender  to  Elizabeth  Marke 
in  1803,  existed  for  twenty-one  years,  at  the  time 
when  the  Appellants'  testator  purchased  the  estate 
in  question,  and  he  having  so  purchased  for  a  va- 
luable  and  full  consideration,  the  Respondent  was 
barred  of  all  title  to  relief  in  equity. 

The  copyhold  interest  in  the  estate  having  been 
surrendered  to  the  late  Defendant,  he  being  lord 
of  the  manor  and  seised  of  the  fee,  became  merged 
and  extinguished,  and  cannot  be  revived  at  law, 
and  the  directions  of  the  decrees  cannot  be  carried 
into  effect  by  the  Appellants. 


For  the  Respondents,  Sir  Edward  Sugden  and 
Mr.  Jacob. 

This  is  not  the  ordinary  case  of  a  limitation  to 
the  right  heirs  of  a  settlor.  There  are  circum- 
stances which  point  out  that  the  heir  is  to  take  as 
a  purchaser.  The  lands  being  of  copyhold  tenure, 
a  surrender  is  made,  a  trust  created,  and  the  trus- 
tees are  directed  to  convey,  and  the  heir  who. is 
pointed  out  by  the  limitation  is  to  pay  for  the 
charges  of  the  conveyance.  How  can  these  pro- 
visions be  made,  consistent  with  the  supposed 
intention,  that  the  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  the 
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settlor  was  a  reservation  of  the  use  to  himself.  The  1834. 
case  of  Holloway  v.  Hollowdy  is  different  from  this 
in  circumstances  and  principle  ;  and  if  it  were  ap- 
plicable, it  is  answered  by  Miller  v.  Eaton.  *  To 
suppose  that  the  daughter,  having  a  life  estate  by 
the  settlement,  should  take  under  the  limitation,  is 
inconsistent :  so  the  wife— having  also,  by  express 
limitation,  a  life  estate  under  the  settlement,  al- 
though by  the  custom  of  the  manor  she  might  be 
right  heir — could  not  by  her  own  death  come  into 
'possession  as  right  heir.  Doe  v.  Frost,  t 
Reply. 

The  surrender  and  the  trust  of  the  whole  estate 
was  necessary,  1st,  To  protect  the  contingent  limit- 
ations ;  2dly,  Because  the  whole  body  of  the  estate 
might  have  vested  in  the  issue  of  the  marriage,  if 
any  had  survived  the  parents.  But  this  was  the 
ultimate  object  of  the  settlement,  and  there  was 
no  consideration  for  the  deed,  nor  any  purpose 
of  the  settlement  beyond  these  limitations.  Nor 
is  it  the  less  a  resulting  use  because  it  might 
be  defeated  by  contingencies.  This  is  a  limit- 
ation to  "  right  heirs,"  the  most  technical  words 
which  could  be  used  —  words  which  have  re- 
ceived a  fixed  sense  by  a  settled  rule  of  construc- 
tion. If  the  rule  is  to  be  affected  by  any  inference 
of  intention,  that  should  be  made  out  clearly  and 
without  doubt  Doe  v.  Frost  was  the  case  of  a  will 
of  very  peculiar  provisions,  wholly  inapplicable  to 
this  case,  which  is  that  of  the  owner  of  an  estate 
making  a  settlement,  and  meaning  to  retain  pos- 
session of  the  estate  until  the  contract  comes  into 
operation,  and  to  reserve  what  remains  after  the 
purposes  of  the  contract  are  fulfilled.     This  is  the 

•  Cooper,  272.  f  3  B.  &  Aid.  546. 
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^834.  apparent  intention.  There  is  at  least  a  doubt  upon 
the  construction,  and  in  such  case  the  settled  rule 
ought  to  prevaiJ. 


In  the  course  of  the  argument,  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor said,  that  the  case  was  fully  argued  in  the 
Court  below,  and  that  he  had  a  long  conference 
with  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  upon  the  subject ; 
that  the  effect  of  the  words  "  for  ever  "  were  much 
discussed,  and  were  the  only  words  which  raised  a 
doubt  in  his  mind  ;  that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  had 
mentioned  Doe  v.  Frosty  and  his  argument  in  that 
case,  which  was  contrary  to  his  judgment  in  this. 

Lord  Wynford,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  argu- 
ment, said,  that  he  had  not  formed  any  decided 
opinion  upon  the  question ;  that  if,  upon  consider- 
ation of  the  authorities,  he  should  not  feel  satisfied, 
the  opinion  of  the  judges  might  be  requisite ;  and 
he  moved  an  adjournment,  in  which  the  Lord 
Chancellor  concurred,  but  said,  that  he  retained 
the  same  opinion  as  upon  the  hearing  in  the  Court 
SSepU  5th.     below. 


Lord  Brougham. — In  the  case  of  Bush  and 
Locke f  which  was  heard  in  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
a  question  was  raised  when  it  came  here,  whe- 
ther it  ought  not  to  be  heard  a  third  time  before 
the  judges.  It  appears  from  all  that  passed 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  also  from  what 
passed  here,  that  it  really  was  not  a  case  fit  to  be 
heard  before  the  judges.  There  was  no  doubt 
whatever,  that  there  was  equity  involved  in  the 
case }  it  was  by  no  means  a  pure  question  of  law« 
Deciding  the  question  of  law  which  w^  involved 
in  it  might  have  influenced  the  judgment  in  one 
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way ;    deciding  the   other   way   would  not  have       1834. 
touched  the  judgment  at  all.     It  was  agreed  by  the 
counsel  on  both  sides  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  » 

according  to  my  recollection,  and  according  to  a 
note  which  I  have  since  looked  into,  that  it  was 
not  a  fit  case  to  be  sent  to  a  court  of  law ;  and  if  it 
was  not  a  fit  case  to  be  sent  to  a  court  of  Jaw,  your 
Lordships  will  not  think  it  a  case  in  which  the  judg- 
ment  ought  to  be  delayed  for  the  opinion  of  the 
judges*  But  be  that  as  it  may,  the  point  did  not  ap- 
pear to  me,  in  the  event  of  its  being  heard  on  the  mere 
law  said  to  be  involved  in  this  case,  to  admit  of  any 
reasonable  pr  fair  doubt.  I  have  carefully  consider- 
ed this  case :  I  considered  it,  at  the  time  of  the 
argument,  and  I  advised  your  Lordships  to  put  off 
deciding  it  in  consequence  of  the  absence  of  my 
noble  and  learned  friend  Lord  Wynford.  It 
has  stood  over  one  whole  session,  and  to  the 
end  of  this  session,  and  it  is  hardly  fair  to  the 
parties  to  put  it  off  longer.  With  the  great  un- 
certainty of  the  attendance,  from  the  state  of  his 
health,  of  my  noble  and  learned  friend,  and  the 
improbability  of  his  being  able  to  attend  next 
session,  I  think  I  should  not  discharge  my  duty 
if  I  did  not  advise  your  Lordships  to  affirm  that 
decision.  I  do  not  recommend  your  Lordships  to 
give  any  costs  of  the  appeal,  because  the  noble 
and  learned  Lord  expressed  doubt  whether  it  was 
a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  judges. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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■IftTWHISTI.P. 

V. 

▼AROILL. 


ENGLAND, 

(court  of  king's  bench.) 

John  Doe,  on  the  demise  of  1  „,  .  ^.^  .     t*^^^^ 
T         T3  \  Plaintiff  m  Error ; 

John  JBirtwhistle    -    -  J 

Agnes  Vardill  -         -     Defendant  in  Error. 

Upon  a  special  verdict  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  the  following 
facts  werefound :  — William  Birtwhistle  being  seised  in  his  de- 
mesne as  of  fee,  of  and  in  one  undivided  third  part,  of  and  in  the 
premises  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  on  the  12th  of  May, 
1819,  died  so  seised  without  leaving  any  issue  of  his  body.    All 
the  brothers  of  the  said  William  Birtwhistle  had  died  in  his  life- 
time, and  they  all  died  unmarried,  and  without  issue*  except 
Alexander  one  of  the  brothers  of  the  said  William,  who 
married  and  had  issue  in  the  manner  and  at  the  time  herein- 
after particularly  mentioned.    The  said  Alexander  Birtwhistle 
wentfrom  England  into  Scotland  in  the  year  1790,  and  became 
and  was  domiciled  there,  and  there  remained  and  dwelt  so 
domiciled  until  the  time  of  his  death  as  hereinafter  mentioned. 
One  Mary  Purdie  was  also  a  person  dwelling  and  remaining 
in  Scotland,  domiciled  there  during  the  whole  of  the  period 
of  the  time  in  which  Alexander  Birtwhistle  was  so  domiciled 
there  as  aforesaid.     Alexander  Birtwhistle  and  Mary  Purdie 
being  so  domiciled  in  Scotland,  the  said  Alexander  Birtwhistle 
did  cohabit  with  the  said  Mary  Purdie,  and  did  beget  upon 
the   said    Mary    Purdie  (the    plaintiff)   John   Birtwhistle, 
which  said  John  Birtwhistle  was  the  only  son  of  the  said 
Alexander  Birtwhistle  and  of  the  said  Mary  Purdie,  and  was 
born  in  Scotland  on  the  15th  May,  1799.  After  the  birth  of  the 
said  John  Birtwhistle,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  6th  day  of  May, 
1805,  the  said  Alexander  Birtwhistle  and  Mary  Purdie  were 
married  in  Scotland,  according  to  the  laws  of  Scotland.     On 
the  5th  of  February,  1810,  Alexander  Birtwhistle,  the  father 
of  the  said  John  Birtwhistle,  died  in  Scotland,  seised  to  him 
and  his  heirs  of  divers  lands  and  tenements  there  situate, 
leaving  the  said  John  Birtwhistle  him  surviving,  who,  af^er 
the  death  of  his  father,  was  duly,  according  to  the  law  of 
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Scotland,  served  heir  to  the  said  lands  and  tenements  of  the        1885. 
said  Alexander  Birtwhistle,  and  now  holds  and  enjoys  the       ^^-v^ 
same  in  his  own  right,  he,  the  said  John  Birtwhistle,  having,     birtwhutlb 
from  the  time  of  his  birth,  hitherto  dwelt  and  remained  in  *' 

Scotland,  and  been  domiciled  there.  If  a  marriage  of  the 
mother  of  a  child  with  the  father  of  such  child  takes  place  in 
Scotland,  such  child  born  in  Scotland  before  the  marriage  is 
equally  legitimate  by  the  laws  of  Scotland  with  children  born 
after  the  marriage  for  the  purpose  of  taking  land,  and  every 
other  purpose.  After  a  judgment' for  the  defendant  upon  a 
writ  of  error  in  Parliament,  the  House  of  Lords  proposed  the 
following  question  to  the  Judges : —  '*  A.  went  from  England 
''  to  Scotland,  and  resided  and  was  domiciled  there,  and  so 
"  **  continued  for  many  years  till  the  time  of  his  death.  A.  oo- 
*<  habited  with  M.,  an  unmarried  woman,  during  the  whole 
**  period  of  his  residence  in  Scotland,  and  had  by  her  a  son 
**  fi.  who  was  born  in  Scotland.  Several  years  after  the  birth 
**  of  B.,  who  was  the  only  son,  A.  and  M.  were  married  in 
^<  Scotland,' according  to  the  laws  of  that  country.  By  the 
**  laws  of  Scotland,  if  the  marriage  of  the  mother  of  a  child 
''with  the  father  of  such  child  take  place  in  Scotland,  such 
**  child  born  in  Scotland  before  the  marriage  is  equally  legiti- 
**  mate  with  children  born  after  the  marriage,  for  the  purpose 
**  of  taking  land  and  for  every  other  purpose.  A.  died,  seised 
**  of  real  estate  in  England,  and  intestate ;  is  B.  entitled  to 
*'  such  property  as  the  heir  of  A.  ?  " 

To  this  question  the  Judges  answered  in  the  negative. 

If  any  error  or  deficiency  in  the  statements  of  fact  appears 
'  in  the  special  verdict,  whether  a  venire  de  novo  may  be 
awarded  —  Qjuare. 


JL  HIS  case  arose  upon  a  bill  filed  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  in  1823,  by  Birtwhistle,  Plaintiff,  against 
Vardill,  Defendant,  stating  his  title,  that  the  De- 
fetfdant  had  entered  upon  the  lands  in  dispute 
during  the  infancy  of  the  Plaintiff^  and  received 
the  rents  and  profits  whereby  she  became  liable  to 
account  as  Guardian  in  socage,  charging  among 
other  things,  that  the  ancestor  had  died  indebted  in 
various  specialties,  and  praying  a  receiver,  an  ac- 
count of  rents,  &c.,  delivery  of  the  title-deeds,  &c., 
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1835.  and  that  the  personal  estate  might  be  applied  in 
payment  of  the  specialty  debts.  Upon  a  motion  for 
^L.,  the  receiver,  and  delivery  of  the  deeds,  the  Lord 
Chancellor  (Eldon)  directed  an  action  of  eject- 
ment, to  be  brought  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
and  pressed  upon  the  parties  the  necessity,  in  a 
case  of  such  importance  to  the  settlement  of  the 
law,  that  a  special  verdict  should  be  taken,  inti- 
mating a  decisive  purpose  upon  application  by 
either  of  the  parties,  to  direct  a  new  trial  if  they 
came  back  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  with  a  com- 
mon verdict.  Accordingly,  the  action  was  brought 
by  the  Plaintiff  against  the  Defendant  in  error, 
and  a  special  verdict  taken. 

The  case  upon  this  special  verdidt  was  argued 
before  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  1826,  when 
judgment  was  given  for  the  Defendant.  A  writ  of 
error  was  then  brought  in  Parliament,  and,  the 
Judges  attending  upon  summons,  the  case  was 
argued  by  Brougham  and  Dr.  Lushington  for  the 
Plaintiff  in  Error,  and  by  the  Attorney-General 
and  Courtenay  for  the  Defendant  in  error. 

For  the  Plaintiff  in  error  the  reasons  and  argu- 
ment were  as  follows :  ■— 

The  substantial  question  in  issue  is,  whether 
the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  is,  or  is  not,  entitled  to 
the  character  and  staltis  of  heir  of  his  father,  to 
the  effect  of  inheriting  a  real  estate,  situate  in 
England,  as  being,  or  not  being,  the  lawfid  son 
of  his  said  father. 

The  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  having  been  pro- 
created and  bom  in  Scotland,  the  marriage  of  his 
parents  having  taken  place  tiiere,  and  his  father 
having  been  domiciled  in  Scotland,  at  the  time  of 
the  memorialist's  birth,  at  the  marriage,  and  at  his 
own  death,  the  question  necessary  for  determining 
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whether  he  is,  or  is  not,  the  heir  of  his  father,  is,       1835. 
whether  lie  was,  or  was  not,  at  the  death  of  his    ^i^^^jt 
father,  a  son  born  to  him  ea^justis  nupiiis,  in  that      ^  ^^ 
country. 

By  the  law  of  Scotland^  as  fully  settled  for  cen- 
turies, there  is  no  doubt  that  the  lessor  of  the 
Plaintiff  is  a  lawful  son  of  his  father^  procreated 
and  bom  ex  justis  nuptiis. 

This  doctrine  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  which  is 
found  in  the  verdict  and  can  be  established  by 
abundant  authority,  depends  on  the  principle  of 
legitimation  per  subsequens  matrimonium.  But  this 
circumstance  in  no  respect  alters  or  affects  the 
question,  as  to  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff's  lawful 
statuSf  as  a  man  bom  in  Scotland,  the  son  of 
parents  domiciled  there.  When  the  fact  of  the 
marriage  of  the  parents  is  ascertained,  the  law 
takes  no  cognisance  of  the  circumstance  of  a  child 
having  been  bom  be/bre  or  after  the  marriage, 
except  in  the  single  case  of  a  legal  impediment  to 
their  marriage  having  existed  at  the  date  of  the 
procreation^  so  that  they  could  not  legally  have 
been  then  married.  The  rule  and  principle  of  the 
law  is  thus  laid  down  by  the  leading  authority :  -^ 
«*  The  subsequent  marriage  by  which  this  sort  of 
<*  legitimation  is  effected,  is,  by  a  fiction  of  the  law, 
**  considered  to  have  been  contracted  wfien  the  child 
**  legitimated  was  begotten  ;  and  consequently  no 
"  children  can  be  thus  legitimated,  but  those  who 
"  are  procreated  of  a  mother,  whom  the  father  at 
**  the  time  of  the  procreation  might  have  lawfully 
**  married."  The  exception  here  stated  manifestly 
confirms  the  rule  as  in  other  cases.  And  the 
principle  is  not,  that  the  children  are  to  be  held 
legitimated  by  a  positive  laWj  although  still  taken 
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1835.  and  held  as  persons  not  bom  in  lawful  wedlock ; 
but  that  they  are  truly,  and  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
«*•  ^ .  poses,  persons  born  in  lawful  wedlock.  By  the  law 
of  Scotland,  it  is  consent  that  makes  marriage. 
The  ceremonies  prescribed  and  observed  are  but 
matter  qforderj  and  these,  as  well  as  any  irregular, 
though  effectual,  declaration  of  marriage,  do  not 
constitute  the  marriage,  but  are  merely  the  evidence 
of  the  consent  by  which  it  is  constituted  and  may  be 
proved.  Building  on  this  principle,  the  law  which 
admits  the  legitimacy  of  children  born  before  the 
celebration  of  marriage,  holds,  that,  by  the  pro- 
creation of  the  child,  and  the  subsequent  celebra- 
tion of  marriage  taken  together,  there  is  evidence 
Juris  et  de  Jure,  which  cannot  be  contradicted, 
that,  at  the  moment  of  procreation,  there  was  a 
mutual  consent  to  marriage,  whereby  it  was  then 
constituted. 

The  law  of  Scotland  is  matter  of  fact  in  the 
present  case,  and  the  fact  ascertained  is,  that  the 
lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  was  and  is  the  legitimate  son 
of  his  father ;  that  he  was  procreated,  and  bom  ex 
justis  nuptiis  ;  that  he  is  entitled  to  all  the  rights 
of  lawful  children,  and  is  in  that  character  entitled 
to  succeed  to  real  estate  as  his  father's  heir.  And 
he  is  accordingly  fully  invested  with  the  character 
of  heir  by  service,  under  the  forms  of  the  law  of 
Scotland,  which,  it  is  apprehended,  ought  alone  to 
decide  the  point  that  he  is,  as  matter  of  fact,  the 
lawful  heir  of  his  father. 

Every  qucestio  status,  where  the  estate,  or  matter 
of  right,  exists  in  one  country,  and  the  facts  which 
give  the  status  have  taken  place  in  another  country, 
is  a  question  of  international  law,  and  does  not 
depend  on  the  municipal  rules  of  the  country/  in 
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which  the  point  of  right  is  to  be  tried.     There  are       1835. 
exceptions  from  this  rule,   where  the  matter  of    Btii^i^l^Ii^LE 
status  is  repugnant  to  the  fundamental  laws  and  ^' 

government  of  the  country,  such .  as  the  cases  of 
personal  slavery.  But  the  rule  itself  cannot  be 
disputed. 

Every  question  as  to  the  legitimacy  of  an 
individual's  birth,  whether  it  be  expressed  in 
general  terms  of  his  being  the  lawful  son  of  his 
father,  or  a  bastard,  or  of  his  being  born  ea:  jtcstis 
nuptiis  or  not,  is  a  qucestio  status  ;  and  in  applying 
the  principles  of  international  law  to  that  question, 
it  must  be  determined  by  the  law  of  the  place  of 
his  birth,  of  the  marriage  of  his  parents,  and  of  the 
domicile  of  his  parents. 

Doubtful  cases  may  be  conceived,  where  there 
is  a  difference  as  to  the  place  of  the  birth,  and  of 
the  marriage,  and  of  the  domicile.  But  where  all 
the  three  coincide,  as  in  this  case,  no  such  doubts 
can  arise. 

The  principle  appears  to  be  clear,  and  is 
sanctioned  by  every  authority  in  the  law.  It  was 
expressly  recognized  in  the  two  cases  of  Shedden 
against  Pfl/ric^,  determined  in  this  house,  3d  March^ 
1808,  and  the  Earl  of  Strathmore  against  Bowes, 
still  more  lately  determined  by  the  same  high 
authority,  as  well  as  in  the  case  of  Gordon  against 
Gordon^  in  the  Court  of  Chancery.* 

Although  it  is  an  undoubted  rule  of  the  law  of 
nations  that  the  lea:  loci  rei  sitce  regulates  the 
succession  to  real  estate,  yet,  when  the  quality  or 
Jact  which  by  that  law  determines  the  right  of 
succession,  resolves  into  a  qua^stio  status^  or  in 
particular  a  question  of  legitimacy,  the  courts  of 
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1835,       (jje  country  where  the  real  estate  is  situate  are 
bound  to  assume  the  status  of  the  individual  as 
••  matter  of  fact,  upon  such  evidence  of  the  law  of 

the  country  where  the  birth,  marriage,  and  domicile 
existed,  as  would  be  sufficient  to  establish  the  same 
statiLS  in  any  other  question. 

The  Plaintiff  can  by  no  means  admit  that  the 
established  rule  as  to  succession  in  real  estate, 
which  is  not  peculiar  to  the  law  of  England,  but  is 
only  a  branch  of  the  law  of  nations,  acknowledged 
by  the  English  Courts,  has  any  effect  to  decide  the 
present  question.  That  law  must  unquestionably 
determine  thus  far,  thatthe  person  entitled  to  the 
character  of  heir,  and  so  to  take  real  estate,  situate 
in  England,  must  be  the  legitimate  son  ofhisfathery 
and  not  a  bastard.  But  the  question,  whether  an 
individual  is  the  legitimate  son  of  his  father  or  a 
bastard,  is  not  a  question  as  to  the  succession  to 
real  estate,  but  a  question  regarding  the  personal 
status  and  condition  of  the  party.  The  right  of 
succession  given  by  the  law  of  England,  and  limited 
by  it  to  persons  born  ea:  justis  nuptiiSy  is  only 
consequential  upon  that  status,  which  regulates 
many  other  rights  both  in  England  and  elsewhere, 
having  no  connection  with  real  estate.  And  it 
would  be  a  singular  result,  if  the  same  Court  in 
England  could,  on  the  same  day,  pronounce 
judgment  in  favour  of  an  individual  making  a  claim 
solely  on  the  ground  of  his  being  the  lawfuUbom 
^o»  of  his  father,  and  also  give  judgment  against 
him  in  another  claim  as  being  a  bastard. 

The  status  of  legitimacy  or  bastardy,  once 
established  in  the  proper  jurisdiction,  follows  the 
individual  into  any  country ;  it  cannot,  on  correct 
principles,  be  varying  and  fluctuating,  but  must  be 
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fixed  and  certain,  wherever  the  matter  of  right       1835. 
depends  on  legitimacy  or  bastardy,  as  matter  of 
fact;    and   though   the  case  of  Shedden   is  the 
converse  of  the  present  case,  the  judgment  in  it 
necessarily  "proceeds  on  this  fundamental  principle. 

The  statute  of  Merton  *  is  not  repugnant  to  the 
claim  of  succession,  made  by  the  lessor  of  the 
Plaintifl^  and  at  any  rate  presents  no  obstacle  to  the 
plea  in  law  maintained  by  him. 

The  title  of  that  statute  is,  "  He  is  a  bastard 
*'  that  is  bom  before  the  marriage  of  his  parents.*' 
This  title,  which  has  been  referred  to,  as  decisive 
of  the  present  question,  seems,  with  the  utmost 
deference,  rather  to  shew  that  the  statute  cannot 
have  determined  it.  For,  although  there  is 
reference  in  the  body  of  the  act  to  the  right  of 
inheriting^  as  all  enactments  of  the  legislature,  and 
all  discussions  in  courts  of  law,  must  have  reference 
to  some  beneficial  rights,  it  appears  from  the  title, 
that  the  statute  had  relation  simply  to  the  question 
oi personal  status.  It  does  not  lay  down  a  limiting 
technical  rule,  governing  real  estate  in  England, 
(md  nothing  else.  Its  object  is  to  define  who  shall 
be  considered  a  bastard  under  the  law  of  England. 
And  it  fixes  that  personal  stattis^  by  refusing  to 
alter  the  law  previously  established,  by  which  all 
persons,  born  before  the  marriage  of  their  parents, 
were  held  to  be  bastards. 

But,  though  the  statute  determined  the  personal 
status  of  persons  so  situated,  it  did  and  could  only 
relate  to  persons  who  were  so  sittuzted  under  the 
law  of  England.  As  to  tJieniy  it  determined  the 
status  absolutely,  and,  what  is  accordingly  material 
in  the  present  argument,  it  so  determined  it  as  to 

*  20  Henry  III.  c.  9. 
b  4 


40  CASES   IN    THE   HOUSE   OF   LORDS 

1835.^  them,  not  only  to  all  effects  whatsoever,  under  the 
law  and  within  the  territory  of  England,  but  to  all 
effects  whatsoever  in  every  other  country  where  the 
international  law  is  recognised.  And  so,  according 
to  the  case  of  Shedden,  no  person,  who  is  a  bastard 
in  England^  under  the  statute  of  Merton,  could 
.  succeed  to  real  estates  in  Scotland,  notwithstanding 
that,  by  the  law  of  that  country,  if  the  same  facts 
had  taken  place  there^  he  would  have  been  deemed 
the  lawful  son  of  his  father.  The  principal  of  the 
lex  loci  rei  sitce  is  as  powerful  in  the  one  case  as  in 
the  other.  The  rule  of  succession  to  real  estate  in 
Scotland  is  fixed  by  as  determinate  rules  as  in 
England.  The  eldest  son,  born  ea:  justis  nuptiis, 
is  the  heir  of  his  father,  and  no  other.  And  that 
law  must  govern  in  the  succession  to  real  estate. 
But  then  the  courts  of  that  country  are  bound,  in 
order  to  see  who  is  the  lawful  son  of  the  deceased, 
to  look  to  the  place  of  the  birth,  the  marriage,  and 
the  domicile,  and  to  settle  the  question  of  status  by 
the  law  of  that  place. 

The  statute  of  Merton,  therefore,  operates  no 
more  in  the  one  case,  than  the  law  of  Scotland 
operates  in  the  other.  It  determines  who  shall  be 
a  bastardy  under  the  law  of  England.  It  does  not 
determine  that  a  person  not  bom  under  the  law  of 
England  shall  have  no  status  under  that  law,  or 
shall  have  his  status  determined  by  a  law  which  is 
foreign  to  the  circumstances  of  his  nativity.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  statute  which  determines  that,  in 
this  point  of  personal  status^  the  law  of  England, 
in  the  very  case  of  collision,  most  frequent  in  all 
countries,  that  of  succession  to  real  estate,  is  to 
reject  the  principles  of  international  law,  and  hold 
by  its  own  technical  rule  as  to  personal  legitimacy 
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or  bastardy.  The  Plaintiff  does  not  find  this  in  the  183^-  - 
statute,  and  it  seems  to  him  to  leave  the  question 
precisely  where  it  would  have  been  if  the  proposal 
had  never  been  made  to  alter  the  law  as  to  persons 
born  before  marriage,  and  if  the  act  did  not  stand 
in  the  statute  book  at  all.  It  would  have  been 
true,  on  that  supposition,  as  it  is  now,  that  persons 
born  in  England  before  the  marriage  of  their 
parents  are,  by  the  law  of  England,  bastards,  and 
cannot  inherit.  But  it  would  still  have  been  true, 
that  persons  born  in  Scotland,  of  domiciled  Scotch 
parents,  who  are,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  lawful 
children  of  their  father,  are  not  affected  by  that 
law,  and  ought  to  be  taken  as  lawful  children  in 
England,  upon  evidence  of  the  fact  of  their 
legitimacy  so  established. 

The  statute  bears,  "  He  is  a  bastard  that  is  born 
"  before  the  marriage  of  his  parents.'*  And,  it  is 
asked,  does  not  this  determine  who  is  entitled  to 
the  character  of  heir^  in  real  estate,  in  England  ? 
Another  statute  has,  by  its  enactments,  substantially 
declared,  that  "  A^  is  a  bastard  whose  parents  have 
"  not  been  married  in  the  churchy  or  by  special 
"  licence  J  &c.  She  shall  be  deemed  the  lawful 
"  wife  or  widow  of  a  man  who  has  been  so  married, 
"  &c."  But,  though  the  character  of  bastardy  is 
thus  fixed  by  the  non-existence  of  certain  declared 
forms,  and  the  widow's  rights  are  determined  by 
the  same  rule,  it  will  not  assuredly  be  maintained 
that  the  law  of  England,  even  in  a  question  of  real 
estate^  will  not  acknowledge  the  rights  of  an 
individual  born  of  a  marriage  lawfully  celebrated  in 
Scotland,  or  that  a  woman  would  be  defeated  of 
her  dower  upon  the  same  ground.  Yet  the  form 
of  expression,  in  announcing  the  law  of  England 
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IS3S.       on  the  question  of  status^  may  be  put  in  the  very 
same  words  in  these  cases  and  in  the  present  case. 
»^  ^^  The  ground  upon  which  a  marriage,  constituted 

in  Scotland,  is  acknowledged  at  all  in  the  English 
law,  as  giving  rights  of  legitimacy  and  inheritance, 
should  be  kept  in  view.  Marriage  is  a  contract ; 
and  the  constitution  of  contracts  is  regulated  by 
the  law  of  the  place  where  they  are  entered  into* 
The  law  of  England  acknowledges  this  principle. 
This  must  be  the  answer  :  —But  whj/  does  the  law 
of  England  so  bend  to  the  law  of  another  country, 
while  its  own  law  of  marriage  and  inheritance  is 
directly  opposed  to  it,  and  the  fejr  loci  rei  sitw  still 
rules  ?  There  seems  to  be  no  reason  but  this,  — 
that,  the  contract  being  lawfully  constituted,  aU 
the  consequences  which  flow  from  its  constitution, 
according  to  its  nature^  in  the  foreign  country,  must 
be  admitted  to  it  in  England ;  and,  therefore,  the 
status  of  the  children  born  must  be  determined 
accordingly.  The  marriage  of  the  parents  in 
Scotland  is  admitted  to  give  legitimacy,  although 
contrary  to  the  law  of  England.  But  the  marriage 
by  the  law  of  Scotland  was  constituted,  not  by  the 
'  ceremony^  nor  at  the  date  of  it,  but  at  the  date  of 
the  procreation  of  the  child, — that  is,  the  marriage 
which  gives  the  legitimacy  under  the  law  of 
Scotland.  If  it  is  to  be  taken  at  all,  it  must  be 
taken  as  it  is,  and  the  legitimacy  of  the  lessor  of 
the  Plaintiff  follows  inevitably,  on  the  principle 
admitted. 

The  PlaintiiPs  argument  is  not,  that,  in  every 
particular,  the  consequences  of  a  contract  are  to  be 
determined  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  was 
entered  into.  What  he  contends  is,  that,  in  the 
sufficiency  of  the  contract,  by  its  own  nature,  to 
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produce  the  status  of  legitimacy,  it  necessarily  1835. 
must  be  conclusive,  if  the  marriage  itself  is  to  be 
at  all  recognised  as  giving  legitimacy,  though  the  ^' 
same  things  done  in  England  would  not  give  it. 
And  he  may  thus  meet  directly  the  title  of  the 
statute  of  Merton — **  He  is  a  bastard  that  is  horn 
*♦  before  the  marriage  of  his  parents,*'  by  stating, 
that  the  courts  are  here  bound  to  hold  in  principle^ 
and  as  matter  of  fact,  that  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff 
was  not  born  before  the  marriage  of  his  parents,  in 
the  legal  sense  of  the  term  ;  for,  though  it  is  true 
that  he  was  born  before  the  ceremony  of  marriage 
was  performed,  he  is,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  a 
legitimate  son  of  his  father  in  Scotland,  and  con- 
fessedly in  England  also,  in  all  other  questions, 
solely  on  the  principle  that  the  present  consent, 
which  constitutes  marriage,  dran^s  bach  to  the  date 
of  his  procreation^  and  that,  consequentiy,  his  birth 
was  after  the  constitution  of  that  marriage. 

The  argument  of  the  Respondent  resting  on  the 
principle,  that  this  is  a  question  of  succession  to  real 
estate,  and  that,  therefore,  the  law  of  England  must 
govern,  amounts  in  effect  to  a  change  of  the  issue 
between  the  parties.  The  subject  matter  in  dispute 
is  indeed  the  right  of  succession  to  a  real  estate. 
And  in  order  to  establish  his  claim  to  it  in  the  law 
of  England,  "  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  must  shew 
**  that  he  is  the  lawful  son  of  his  father."  But  the 
issue  really  joined  between  the  parties  becomes 
this :  whether  he  is  legitimate^  or  a  bastard ;  and 
the  solution  of  this  question  must  depend  on  the 
law  of  Scotiand.  It  is  impossible  to  explain  either 
the  case  of  Shedden  v.  Patrick^  or  of  lord  Strath- 
more  v.  BoweSf  on  any  other  principle. 
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1835.  For  the  Defendant  in  error,  the  argument  was  in 

substance  the  same  as  in  the  Court  below.  * 
»•  The  following  are  the  authorities  upon  the  ques- 

tions raised :  — 

Cases  of  marriage,  legitimacy,  and  capacity  to  in- 
herit :  Monro  v.  RosSy  or  Saunders^  6  Bli.  N.  S.  468. j 
Shedden  v.  Patrick j  see  6  Bli.  487^ ;  Strathmore 
Peerage  Case,  D.   P.    1821,  mss. ;  Dalrymple   v. 
'  Dahrympley    2   Haggard,   58.  ;    M^Adam^s  Case, 
1  Dow.   148. ;    and   Bli.    mss.  notes :  —  Cases   of 
Divorce,  Lolley*s  Case,  Russ.  and  Ryan,  C.  C.  237. } 
Tovey  v.  lAndsey^  1  Dow.  II7. :  Case  of  Dower  : 
Ilderton  v.  Ilderton,  2   H.   Blac.  145  :  Cases  of 
Foreign  laws  applied  to  other  contracts — Feaubert 
V.  Tursty  Prec.  in  Ch.,  207. ;  Freemoult  v.  DedirCf 
1  P.  W.  429. ;  Alves  v.  Hodgson,  7  T.  R.  241.  j 
Male  V.  Roberts,  3  Esp.  163. ;  Inglis  v.  Usherwood, 
1  East  515. ;  Clegg  v.  Levy,  3  Camp.  I66. ;  Millar  y. 
Heinrick,  4  Camp.  155. ;  Inglis  v.  Boutlingk,  3  East, 
381.;  Ifines  v.  Dunlop,  8  T.  R.  595. ;  Holmanv. 
Johnson,  Cowper,  341.: — Cases  under  bankrupt 
laws — 5/7/ V.  Worswick,  1  H.  Blac.  665. ;  Potter  v. 
Brown,  5  East  124. ;  Hunter  v.  Potts,  4  T.  R.  182. ; 
Burrows  v.  Jemino,  2  Stra.  732. ;  2  Eq.  Abr.  476. 
Mose.  1. :  Cases  of  intestacy — Pot  linger  v.  Wight- 
man,3  Meriv.  67.;  Gordon  v.  Gordon,  3  Swan.  400.; 
Somerville  v.  Somerville,  5  Ves.  750. ;    Brodie  v. 
Barry,  2  V.  and  B.  I27.;  Ryan  v.  Ryan,2  Phill.S32. 
General  Authorities,  Co.  Litt.  76.  a. ;  Hertins 
Heineccius,  Huber.  de  Conflic.  leg.  Vol.  2.  p.  24. 
Balfour's  Pract.  239.  s.  9.  — Craig.  B.  II.  dieg.  13. 
16.  —  Bankton  B.  tit  5.  s.  54.  —  Erskine  B.  s.  52. 

—  Nov.  19.  89.  — Pothier.  Trait,  du  Marr.  pt.  5. 
c.  2.  art.  2.  sec.  4,  5.    As  to  modes  of  legitimation 

—  J.  Voet.  25.  7.  4.  :    Huber.  Vol.  1.  p.  31.  ; 

•  See  5  B.  and  C. 
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Vinnius,  78.  b.  As  to  the  personal  status  of  slavery,        1835. 
Somerset's  case,  Harg.  jurisc.  Exerc.  6.  and  Lofft.  1 . ; 
where  the  law  of  an  English  colony  was  rejected.  » 

The  Stat,  of  Merton  declaratory  of  the  law,  Co,  2; 
Inst.  97*  citing  Glanville,  B.  7-  c.  15.  j  Bracton, 
c.  5.  fo.  416.  J  Fleta,  L.  6.  c.  38. ;  Fortesc.  c.  11. 
39.  Ass.  pi.  20.  Selden  Diss,  ad  Flet.  c.  9.  s.  2. 
Reasons  against  admission  of  foreign  law: — J.  Voet. 
B.  38.  tit.  Digressio  de  Feudis^  s.  80.  et  seq.  on  the 
question  how  far  the  law  as  to  personal  status  is  con- 
trolled by  the  law  of  Feuds,  as  to  the  capacity  to 
inherit  * 


The  Judges  upon  summons  attended  the  House 
upon  the  argument,  at  the  conclusion  of  which  a 
question  was  put  to  them.  On  the  10th  of  June, 
1830,  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  (Sir  JV.  Alexanderj) 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  as  follows  :  — 

In  this  case  the  Judges  have  agreed  upon  the 
answer  which  is  to  be  given  to  the  question  put  to 
them  by  your  Lordships. 

It  appears  to  us  that  whenever  a  question  of  this 
nature  arises  in  an  English  court  of  justice,  there 
are  two  points  to  which  the  attention  of  the  Judge 
must  be  directed,  separately  and  in  succession  to 
each  other. 

The  first  in  order  regards  the  status  or  condition 
of  the  claimant  The  second  is,  what  rules  of  in- 
heritatice  the  law  of  the  country,  where  the  pro- 
perty is  situated  and  the  tribunal  sits,  has  impressed 
upon  the  land  the  subject  of  the  claim  ? 

As  to  the  first  of  these  questions,  I  believe,  I 
express  the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  when  I  say  in 
the  well-considered  language  of  Lord  Stowell,  in 
the  case  of  Dalrymple  v.  Dalrymple^  "  The  cause 

See  notQ  A.  at  the  end  of  the  case. 
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18S5.  "  being  entertained  in  an  English  court,  must  be 
"  adjudicated  according  to  the  principle  of  the 
^*  English  law  applicable  to  such  a  case ;  but  the 
"  only  principle  applicable  to  such  a  case  by  the 
<*  law  of  England,  is,  that  the  status  or  condition 
**  of  the  claimant  must  be  tried  by  reference  to 
"  the  law  of  the  country  where  the  status  origi- 

ginated:   having  furnished   this  principle,   the 

law  of  England  withdraws  altogether,  and  leaves 
**  the  question  of  status  in  the  case  put  to  the  law 
"  of  Scotland/'  Such  is  the  sentiment  of  that 
great  Judge,  and  such  is  his  language,  varied  only 
so  far  as  to  apply  to  a  question  of  legitimacy  what 
was  said  of  a  question  respecting  the  validity  of 
marriage. 

When  the  question  of  personal  status  has  been 
settled  upon  these  principles,  when  it  has  been  as^ 
certained  what  the  claimant's  character  and  situ* 
ation  are,  it  becomes  then  necessary  to  inquire 
what  are  the  rules  and  maxims  of  inheritance 
which  the  law  of  that  country  where  the  inherit- 
ance is  placed,  and  whose  tribunals  are  to  decide 
upon  it,  has  stamped  and  impressed  upon  the  land 
in  debate. 

In  order  the  more  distinctly  to  explain  what  is 
meant,  I  will  suppose  a  case  in  many  circumstances 
resembling  the  present.  In  addition  to  the  cir- 
cumstances stated  in  the  question,  let  it  be  further 
supposed  that  the  father  and  mother  of  the  claimant 
had,  after  their  marriage,  one  or  more  sons  born  to 
them.  Suppose  then  the  present  claim  to  be  made. 
The  first  inquiry  having  been  satisfied,  and  it 
being  upon  that  inquiry  perfectly  ascertained  that 
the  claimant  is  the  eldest  legitimate  son  of  his 
deceased  parent  for  the  purpose  of  taking  land^ 
and  for  every  other  purpose,  by  the  law  of  Scot- 
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land,  it  will  next  be  requisite  to  inquire  what  are  ^835. 
the  rules  and  maxims  of  inheritance  which  the  law 
of  England  has  impressed  upon  that  land  which  is 
the  subject  of  the  claim.  Let  it  further  be  sup- 
posed,  that  upon  this  inquiry  it  shall  turn  out  that 
the  land  claimed  is  of  that  description  which  is 
called  Borough  English.  This  being  proved,  we 
think  it  clear  that  the  claimant's  legitimacy  by  the 
law  of  Scotland,  his  right  to  inherit  by  tiiat  law, 
will  give  the  claimant  no  right  whatever  to  the 
land  in  England  held  in  Borough  English. 

The  comity  between  nations  is  conclusive  to 
give  to  the  claimant  the  character  of  the  eldest 
legitimate  son  of  his  father,  and  to  give  him  all 
the  rights  which  are  necessarily  consequent  upon 
that  character :  but  what  these  rights  are  respect- 
ing English  land  must  be  left  to  the  law  of  Eng- 
land, and  the  comity  is  totally  ineffectual  to  alter, 
in  the  slightest  degree,  the  rules  of  inheritance 
and  descent  which  the  law  of  England  has  attached 
to  this  English  land.  It  would,  unquestionably, 
descend  upon  the  youngest  son.  I  am  anxious  to 
mark  clearly  the  distinction  which  I  have  pointed 
out,  because  it  is  upon  that  distinction  that  our 
opinion  turns.  I  will,  therefore,  illustrate  it  by 
another  example. 

Take  the  case  of  Ilderton  v.  Ilderton  (2  H. 
Blac  145.) ;  that  is  the  case  of  a  claim  to  dower 
by  a  foreign  widow:  whether  she  is  a  widow  or 
not,  that  is,  whether  she  was  the  lawful  wife  of 
the  man  who  was,  during  the  coverture,  seised  of 
the  land,  is  a  question  which  the  law  of  England 
permits,  upon  a  claim  to  English  land,  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  foreign  law,  the  law  of  the  country 
where  the  contract  of  marriage  was  made :  there 
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18S5.  the  comity  stops.  When  her  character  of  widow 
shall  have  been  fixed  according  to  these  foreign 
rules,  the  law  of  England  comes  into  action,  and, 
proceeding  inexorably  by  its  own  provisions  and 
regulations,  decides  what  are  the  interests  in  the 
English  land  which  her  character  of  widow  has 
conferred  upon  her.  It  inquires  what  are  the 
rules  which  attach  upon  the  particular  land  in 
favour  of  a  widow.  If,  upon  that  inquiry,  it  ap- 
pears that  the  land  is  subject  to  the  common  law^ 
it  will  give  her  a  third ;  if  it  appears  to  be  gaveU 
kind,  one  half,  while  she  remains  casta  et  sola. 
If  the  land  be  customary  land  of  any  manor,  the 
custom  must  be  looked  into;  and  she  can  have 
only  what  that  custom  shall  bestow,  however 
strange  and  capricious  that  custom  may  be.  ^ 

The  distinction  to  which  I  am  directing  yotnr 
Lordships'  attention  is  very  familiar  to  foreigrt 
jurists,  and  is  noticed  by  them  as  the  difference 
between  real  and  personal  status:  the  last  being 
those  which  respect  the  person,  and  follow  it  eveiy 
where ;  the  first  being  those  which  are  connected^ 
with  the  land,  and  adhere  to  it,  and  are  as  immov- 
able as  the  subject  to  which  they  are  applied. 

My  Lords,  it  appears  to  us,  that  the  answer  ijo 
the  question  which  your  Lordships  have  put  mtisC* 
be  founded   upon   this   distinction; — while   we 
assume  that  B.  is  the  eldest  legitimate  son  of  his' 
father,  in  England  as  well  as  in  Scotland,  we  think 
that  we  have  also  to  consider  whether  that  status,' ' 
that  character,  entitles  him  to  the  land  in  disptrte 
as  tJie  heir  of  that  father;  and  we  think  that  thi* 
question,   inasmuch   as  it  regards  real  properly 
situated  in  England,  must  be  decided  according  to 
those  rules  which  govern  the  descent  of  real  prd-^ ' 
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petty  in  that  country,  without  the  least  regard  ta       1885. 
the  rules  which  govern  the  descent  of  real  property 
in  Scotland. 

We  have  therefore  considered,  whether,  by  the 
law  of  £ngland,  a  man  is  the  heir  of  English  land» 
merely  because  he  is  the  eldest  legitimate  son  of 
his  father.  We  are  of  opinion  that  these  circum-^ 
stances  are  not  sufficient  of  themselves,  but  that 
we  must  look  further,  and  ascertain  whether  he 
was  bom  within  the  state  of  lawful  matrimony ; 
because,  by  the  law  of  England,  that  circumstance 
is  essential  to  heirship ;  and  that  this  is  a  rule  not 
of  a  personal  nature,  but  of  that  class  which,  if  I 
may  use  the  expression,  is  sown  in  the  land,  springs, 
out  of  it,  and  cannot,  according  to  the  law  of 
England,  be  abrogated  or  destroyed  by  any  foreign 
rule  or  law  whatsoever.  It  is  this  circumstance, 
which,  in  my  judgment,  dictates  the  answer  we 
must  give  to  your  Lordships'  question,  viz.  that  in 
selecting  the  heir  for  English  inheritance,  we  must 
inquire  only  who  is  that  heir  by  the  local  law.  It 
has  appeared  to  us  that  the  vice  of  the  Appellant's 
ai^ument  consists  in  treating  the  question  of  who 
shall  be  heir  to  English  land  as  a  question  of  per- 
sonal siattis.  So  it  is,  no  doubt,  up  to  a  certain 
point,  but  beyond  that  point  it  becomes  a  question 
to  be  decided  entirely  by  the  local  rules  relating 
to  real  property  in  the  realm  of  England. 

Tiiat  the  rule  of  the  English  law  is  what  I  have 
represented,  can  hardly  require  proof.  If  the  ar- 
gument from  the  comity  of  nations  be  shaken  ofi^ 
no  man  will  doubt  that  a  person  legitimated  per 
subsequens  matrimonium  is  not  the  heir  of  English 
land.  What  my  Lord  Coke  says,  in  page  7*  of 
the  first  Institute!  a£R>rds  the  rule :  —  <<  Han^es^  in 
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1885.  «•  the  legal  understanding  of  the  common  law,  im- 
m^i^^iMi  "  P'y^*h.  that  he  is  es  justis  nupHis  procreaiuSt  for 
>  y  "  Hceres  legitimus  est  quern  nuptice  demonstrantJ* 
Perhaps  my  Lord  Coke's  expression  would  have 
been  more  precise  and  accurate,  if,  instead  of  say- 
ing •<  ex  justis  nuptiis  procreatus**  he  had  said 
*•  ex  justis  nuptiis  natus.**  But  this  is  what  is 
toeant,  as  all  experience  shews.  It  would  be 
useliess  to  follow  this  further,  but  it  will  be  material 
to  recollect,  that  this  maxim,  which  pervades  all 
our  books,  and  which  is  confirmed  by  all  our  prac- 
tice, though  it  is,  in  form,  a  description  of  the 
person  who  shall  be  heir,  is,  in  substance,  in  our 
opinion,  a  maxim  regarding  the  land,  describes 
one  of  its  most  important  qualities,  traces  out  the 
course  in  which  it  shall  descend,  and  is  no  more 
liable  to  be  broken  in  upon  by  any  foreign  consti- 
tution than  are  the  degree  of  interest  which  the 
heir  shall  take  in  the  land,  the  conditions  on  which 
he  shall  hold  it,  the  proportion  which  a  woman 
shall  obtain  as  a  widow,  or  the  limitations  and  con- 
ditions attached  to  her  estate. 

I  have  endeavoured  to  state  the  principles  and 
to  shew  the  course  of  reasoning  which  has  con- 
ducted my  learned  brothers  and  myself  to  the 
conclusion,  that  B.,  the  person  designated  by  your 
Lordships,  is  not  entitled  to  the  property  in  ques- 
tion as  the  heir  of  A.  Before  I  finish  I  will  notice 
two  arguments  used  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant, 
which  merit  particular  attention. 

It  is  said  for  the  Appellant,  that,  according  to 
the  rule  we  adopt,  if  he  is  born  in  lawful  wedlock, 
he  fulfils  every  condition  required  of  him :  now 
they  say  he  is  bom  in  lawful  wedlock,  because  by 
a  presumption  of.  the  Scottish  la^,  a  presumptioq 
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jtiris  et  de  jure^  there  was  a  marriage  anterior  to  1SS5. 
his  procreation.  It  is  by  force  of  this  presumption  ^^^^"^ 
that  he  is  legitimate :  by  this  fiction  he  is  born  ^  «• 
within  the  pale  of  lawful  matrimony.  We  know 
that  this  fiction  is,  by  many  respectable  writers  on 
the  Scottish  law,  represented  as  accompanying  the 
legitimation  per  subseqaens  matrimonium.  But  we 
do  not  concede  the  consequence  deduced  from  it 
as  applicable  to  the  present  question.  The  ques- 
tion is,  what  the  law  of  England  requires,  and,  a» 
we  are  advised,  the  law  of  England  requires  that 
the  claimant  should  actxmUy^  and,  m  fact^  be  born 
within  the  pale  of  lawful  matrimony,  we  cannot 
agree  that  the  presumption  of  a  foreign  jurispru-» 
den ce,  contrary  to  the  acknowledged  fact,  should 
abrogate  the  law  of  England,  and  that  by  such  a 
fiction  a  principle  should  be  introduced,  which, 
upon  a  great  and  memorable  occasion,  the  legisla^ 
ture  of  the  kingdom  distinctly  rejected:  your 
Lordships  will  perceive  that  I  allude  to  the  statute 
of  Merton.  It  would  seem  strange  to  introduce 
indirectly,  and  from  comity  to  a  foreign  nation,  a 
rule  of  inheritance  which  may  affect  every  honour 
and  all  the  real  property  of  the  realm ;  which  rule, 
when  proposed  directly  and  positively  to  the  legis- 
lature,  they  directly  and  positively  negatived  and 
refused :  a  refusal  that,  in  England,  has  obtained 
the  approbation  of  every  succeeding  age. 

Again,  my  Lords,  it  is  said  that  two  cases  have 
been  decided  in  this  House  which  are  nearly  in 
point,  and  will  prove  that  the  claim  of  B.  should 
be  supported.  These  cases  are  the  cases  of  Shed^ 
den  V.  Patrick f  and  the  case  of  Lord  Strathmare. 
These  two  cases  are  alike  in  principle,  and  establisi) 
jthe  same  proposition.    In  the  one  case  the  parents 
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1835.       lived  in  a  state  of  concubinage  in  America,  and  in 
the  other  in  England.   In  both  children  were  bom  to 
»•  them.    Afterwards,  the  parties  married  in  their  re- 

spective countries ;  by  force  of  their  marriages  the 
American  issue  claimed  Scottish  land,  and  the  Eln- 
glish  issue  claimed  Scottish  honours :  in  both  your 
Lordships  decided  against  the  claimants.  Now,  it 
is  said,  these  authorities  are  exactly  the  converse 
of  the  present  case.  They  establish  the  principle, 
that  the  courts  of  the  country  where  the  lands  lie,  in 
a  question  respecting  the  heirship  to  these  lands  or 
honours,  inform  themselves  whether  the  claimant  is 
heir,  not  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  the  lands 
lie,  but  in  the  country  of  the  domicile,  where  the 
marriage  of  the  parents  was  contracted ;  and  if  he 
is  not  heir  by  that  foreign  law,  his  claim  is  rejected  j 
from  which  they  deduce  this  consequence,  that 
if  he  is  heir,  his  claim  should  be  sustained. 

This  argument  presents  itself  in  a  very  plausible 
shape,  and  was  pressed  at  the  bar,  as  it  seemed  to 
me,  with  striking  ingenuity  and  force.  But  if  I 
have  had  the  good  fortune  sufficiently  to  explain 
the  principles  which  have  conducted  my  learned 
brothers  and  myself  to  the  opinion  I  have  stated, 
you  will  soon  perceive  that  these  principles  afford 
a  conclusive  answer  to  it.  The  first  step  to  be 
taken  in  every  case  of  this  kind,  as  I  have  already 
explained,  is  to  enquire  into  the  stattis  of  the 
claimant.  The  stattis^  it  is  argued,  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  law  of  the  foreign  country ;  with  this 
the  lex  rei  sitce  does  not  intermeddle,  and  inter- 
meddles  no  more  when  that  foreign  law  establishes 
the  claimant's  bastardy  than  when  it  proves  his 
legitimacy.  In  both  the  cases  the  claimants  were 
bastarcjs ;  the  laws  of  their  own  country,  the  laws 
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of  their  domicile,  the  laws  of  the  spot  where  the  18S5, 
matrimonial  contract  was  entered  into,  declared 
them  to  be  illegitimate :  the  law  which,  by  the  ac- 
knowledged principles,  ascertained  their  personal 
status,  fixed  upon  these  persons  a  character  of 
illegitimacy  fatal  to  their  claims :  on  the  first  step 
the  ground  sunk  under  them,  and  it  became  im- 
possible for  them  to  advance. 

It  is  obvious,  that  if  in  the  cases  to  which  I  am 
now  referring,  the  claimants  had  been  declared 
teirs  by  the  Scottish  law,  the  Scottish  law  ad- 
mitting of  no  heirship  without  legitimacy,  must 
have  been  called  in  aid  to  bestow  upon  them  that 
personal  character  of  legitimacy  refused  to  them 
by  their  own  law ;  in  other  words,  a  law  foreign 
to  their  birth,  to  their  domicile,  and  to  the  marriage 
of  their  parents  would  have  been  held  to  bestow 
upon  them  their  personal  status  and  character,  — 
^  decisfon  certainly  contrary  to  the  acknowledged 
principles  upon  this  subject.  The  character  of 
illegitimacy  attached  to  the  persons  of  the  English 
and  American  claimants  by  their  own  law,  accom- 
panied them  every  where,  and  would  prevent  their 
being  received  as  heirs  any  where  within  the  limits 
of  the  Christian  world.  This  view,  in  our  judg- 
ment, renders  these  decisions  entirely  consistent 
with  the  principles  I  have  unfolded,  and  prevents 
our  considering  them  as  objections  to  the  opinion 
I  entertain,  that  B.  is  not  entitled  to  the  property 
in  question  as  the  heir  of  A. 

My  Lords,  it  is  matter  of  satisfaction  to  us  to 
reflect  that  this  rule,  held  by  us  to  be  the  rule  of 
the  English  law,  is  more  useful  and  convenient 
than  the  rule  opposed  to  it  contended  for  by  the 
Appellant.     Convenience  and  utility,  when  it  re- 
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1 835.  gards  so  important  a  subject  as  inheritance,  appear^ 
to  me  to  be  of  the  highest  consequence  in  the  ad- 
9*  ministration  of  justice.  The  rule  I  have  stated, 
which  limits  the  operation  of  the  foreign  law  to 
fixing  the  personal  status^  and  excludes  it  from  any 
ulterior  influence  in  regulating  the  succession  to 
real  property,  has  a  manifest  tendency  to  render 
the  law  of  inheritance  simple  and  uniform,  by  pre- 
serving it  unaltered  and  \inchanged,  and  by  send- 
ing us  to  look  for  it  among  our  own  municipal 
institutions  alone,  and  among  the  decisions  of  our 
predecessors  applicable  to  such  questions. 

It  will  exclude  many  difficult  and  intricate 
inquiries  which  might  intrude  themselves  from 
foreign  laws  into  this  subject  Some  of  these  were 
suggested  at  the  bar  in  the  argument  for  the 
Respondent;  and  there  would  be  many  others, 
whose  details  no  human  foresight  can  anticipate, 
although  the  various  transactions  of  mankind,  and 
the  variety  in  the  laws  of  foreign  nations  would 
assuredly  bring  them  upcm  us. 

My  Lords,  I  conclude  that  it  is  the  humble 
opinion  of  all  the  Judges  who  have  attended  the 
argument  of  this  case,  that  B,,  described  in  your 
Lordships'  question,  is  not  entitled  to  the  property 
in  England  as  the  heir  of  A. 


The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  (After  this  opinion  had 
been  delivered):  The  judgment  in  the  case  of 
Monro  v.  Ross  *,  which  was  argued  a  short  time 
back  at  your  Lordships'  bar,  in  the  presence  of 
a  noble  and  learned  Earl,  who,  on  account  of  the 
Importance  of  the  case,  assisted  in  your  Lordships' 
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•deiiberations,  was  postponed  for  the  purpose  of      18S5. 
affording  an   opportunity   to   your  Lordships   of    )^^^^^^^^ 
bearing  the   opinion  of  the  Judges  in  this  case,  v. 

which  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  has  now  pronounced. 
It  will  be  convenient  that  we  should  finally  dispose 
of  tliese  two  cases  at  the  same  time,  and  in  the 
presence  of  the  noble  and  learned  Earl  to  whom  I 
have  referred.  I  beg  leave  to  return  our  thanks  to 
the  learned  Judges  for  the  attention  which  they  have 
been  so  good  as  to  bestow  upon  this  very  impor- 
tant question. 

It  was  afterwards  moved  by  Lord  Lauderdale 
that  further  questions  should  be  put  to  the  Judges, 
and  they  were  summoned  to  attend  accordingly. 


The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  As  the  learned  Judges  Julyll.isso- 
are  attending  here  in  consequence  of  its  being  pro- 
posed that  certain  questions  should  be  submitted  to 
them,  if  it  is  convenient  to  my  noble  friend  to  sub- 
mit those  questions  now,  the  Judges  may  be  deli- 
berating upon  them. 

The  Earl  of  Lauderdale.  —  In  order  that  your 
XfOrdships  may  be  able  to|come  to  a  right  determin- 
ation with  respect  to  the  bearing  of  the  law  of 
England,  upon  that  very  important  subject  which 
falls  for  deliberation  in  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Vardill} 
there  are  some  additional  questions  which  I  think 
it  necessary  to  propose  to  the  learned  Judges.  In 
framing  those  questions,  I  am  desirous  of  abstain^ 
ing  from  any  thing  which  involves  a  consideration 
on  the  law  of  Scotland,  because,  I  apprehend  that 
the  Judges  in  England  are  not  toj  answer  as  to 
the  law  of  any  other  country  than  England  ;  and 
it  will  not  be  proper  in  us  to  put  any  question  that 
in  the  smallest  degree  involves  a  consideration  of 
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1835.       the  law  of  Scotland,  for  which  reason  in  frafning 
w»TWHUT«    those  questions^  right  or  wrong,  I  have  carefully 
9.  abstained  from  inquirinfr  what  is  the  law  of  Scot* 

land,  and  ask  only  their  opinion  upon  what  would 
be  the  law  of  England,  that  which  is  stated  being 
the  state  of  the  law  of  Scotland.  I  was  the  more 
anxious  to  put  these  questions  because  I  may  fairly 
say  that  the  questions  as  put  by  this  House,  appear 
to  me,  upon  considering  them,  to  be  in  themselves 
contradictory,  and  in  one  part  to  assume  that 
which  we  have  no  right  to  assume,  that  is,  to  as- 
sume a  statement  of  that  as  the  law  of  Scotland, 
which  I  for  one  cannot  subscribe  to  as  being  the 
law  of  Scotland.  I  wish  just  to  state  to  your  Lord- 
ships very  shortly  how  that  appears.  The  question 
.  put  by  your  Lordships'  House  is  to  this  effect :  "A. 
<<  went  from  England  to  Scotland,  and  resided  and 
**  was  domiciled  there,  and  so  continued  for  many 
«<years^  till  the  time  of  his  death.  A.  cohabited  with 
'*  M.  an  unmarried  woman  during  the  whole  period 
"  of  his  residence  in  Scotland."  Now  what  was 
the  period  of  his  residence  in  Scotland  ?  It  was 
the  period  which  elapsed  between  the  time  of  arri- 
val, and  the  time  of  his  death ;  it  appears  by  the 
question,  that  he  cohabited  with  a  woman  who  was 
an  unmarried  woman  during  all  this  period;  if 
that  was  so,  there  would  be  no  doubt  in  any  coun- 
try that  the  child  so  born  must  have  been,  to  all 
intents  and  purposes,  an  illegitimate  child.  It 
proceeds,  '<  and  had  by  her  a  son  B.  who  was  born 
"  in  Scotland.*'  Now,  if  she,  an  unmarried  wo- 
man, cohabited  with  him  all  that  time,  it  is  impos- 
sible to  say  that  the  child  could  be  born  in  mar- 
riage. 

When  we  proceed  we  find,  however,  though  ha 
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coliabited  with  her  during  all  that  period,  to  th^ 
time  of  his  death,  in  the  subsequent  part  it  is 
stated,  ^  Several  years  after  the  birth  of  B.,  who 
'^was  the  only  son,'  A.  and  M.  were  married  iii 
**^  Scotland,  according  to  the  laws  of  that  country." 
Now  the  statement  that  they  were  married  severa! 
years  after  m  Scotland,  is  a  proposition,  the  valid-^ 
ity  of  i/riiich,  I  cannot  easily  admit,  but  it  is  said,' 
•«^  By  the  law  of  Scotland,  if  the  marriage  of  a 
**  mother  of  a  child  with  the  father  of  such  child,' 
^<takes  place  in  Scotland,  such  child  born  in  Scot- 
^'•land  before  the  marriage,  is  equally  legitimate 
"  with  children  born  after  the  marriage.*'  My 
Lords,  I  hold  that  this,  a  statement  of  the  law  which 
is^  incorrect,-  is  the  very  question  in  discussioii 
under  the  law  of  Scotland.  I  contend  that  the  law 
of  i  Scotland  considers  the  contract  of  marriage 
under  such  circumstances  to  have  taken  place  be- 
fofre  the  procreation  of  the  child.  When,  thereforei 
your  Lordships  say  that  the  child  was  born  before 
marriage,  you  are  making  a  statement  that  defeats 
the  law  of  Scotland,  and  gives  in  effect  to  the 
learned  Judges  a  different  impression  of  the  case 
from  that  which  a  full  knowledge  of  the  law  of 
Scotland  would  give  them.  My  Lords,  I  could 
enlarge  upon  this,  if  necessary  ;  but  as  I  am  most 
anxious  to  save  your  Lordships*  time  I  will  simply 
read  the  question,  which  as  I  apprehend  would 
bring  before  your  Lordships  and  to  your  knowledge 
a  more  distinct  view  of  the  law  of  Scotland  upon 
this  subject. 

In  the  first  question  I  should  propose  to  have 
stated  by  your  Lordships,  I  will  assume  as 
nearly  as  I  can  the  words  of  one  of  the  most  dis^ 
tinguished  Judges  this  country  ever  saw,  I  mean 
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1835.       Lord  StowelL     1.  ^<  If  the  fact  of  the  legitimacy 
9va^^vuL%    "  ^^  illegitimacy  of  a  native  of  Scotland  is  at  issue 
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V.  u  in  the  Courts  of  Law  in  England,  is  it  or  is  it 

^  not  a  principle  of  the  law  of  that  country,  that 
*<  in  judging  whether  he  was  born  in  justis  nuptiis 
**  it  (the  law  of  England)  withdraws  and  leaves  that 
<<  legal  question  to  the  exclusive  judgment  of  the 
<<  law  of  Scotland,  where  his  parents  are  domiciled^ 
^  where  the  alleged  marriage  took  place,  and 
*«  where  he  was  born  ? '' 

The  next  question  which  I  shall  propose  to  put 
to  the  learned  Judges  is  this :  —2.  ^'  If  in  the  judg^ 
^<  ment  of  the  law  of  Scotland^  a  native  of  that 
<<  country  is  born  in  justis  nuptUs^  does  or  ^oes 
<<  not  the  law  of  England,  from  that  comity  €»ta- 
*<  blished  by  international  law,  hold  him  to  b^ 
<'  possessed  of  every  right  which  an  Englishman 
**  bom  in  justis  nuptiis  enjoys  j  and  independent 
"  of  every  view  of  international  law,  must  or  must 
*«  he  not  in  law  be  deemed  to  enjoy  such  rights, 
<'  under  the  fourth  and  twenty-fifth  articles  o^'  the 
^<  Union  betwixt  England  and  Scotland,  approved 
"  of  and  confirmed  by  the  parliaments  of  both 
**  countries,  the  former  of  which  provides  that  there 
*<  shall  be  a  communication  of  all  rights,  privileges 
^<  and  advantages,  which  do  or  may  belong  to  the 
^<  subjects  of  either  kingdom,  except  when  it  is 
"  otherwise  expressly  agreed  in  these  articles,  smd 
^<  the  latter  of  which  provides  that  all  laws  and 
*^  statutes  in  either  kingdom,  so  far  as  they  are  con- 
"  trary  to  or  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  these 
**  articles  or  any  of  them,  shall  from  and  ajfter  the 
^*  Union  cease  and  become  void,  and  shall  be  so  de- 
"  dared  to  be  by  the  respective  parliaments  of  the 
5*  same  kingdoms  ?" 
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8.  Tite  third  question  is  palculated  to  bring       ^^35. 
before  your  Lordships  the  opinion  of  the  Judges^  in    sm^^^j^ 
a  case  which  besu^s  directly  upon  that  question ;  it  «"• 

is  in  this  shape.     <'  A.,  a  native  of  Scotland,  domi- 
ciled in  that  country,  where  he  possessed  a  landed 
property,  lived  with  a  female  B.,  by  whom  he  had 
two  children  C.  and  D.     Some  years  after  the 
birth  of  these  children  A.  went  through  a  ceremony 
oi  marrii^."     (I  cautiously  avoid  saying  that  A. 
was  married  and  refer  to  the  ceremony  of  marriage, 
it  being  a  proposition  disputed  under  the  law  of 
Scotland,  whether  that  ceremony  of  marriage  has 
the  effect  of  establishing  a  matrimony  antecedent 
to  that  period,  or  whether  the  marriage  was  only 
from  the  momeat  of  the  ceremony  of  marriage  with 
B.,  by  which,  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  C« 
ft&d  D.  undoubtedly  became  legitimate  at  the  death 
of  the  fiither  A.)     *^C.,  the  eldest  son,  inherited 
his  estates  in  Scotland,  and  some  year3  afterwards 
puix^hased  freehold  estates  in  England.     C.  after- 
wards died  intestate,  leaving  no  children.     His 
legitimate  brother  D.  inherited  his  estates  in  Scot- 
iand,  and  was  regularly  served  heir  to  them.     D. 
also  claims  the  freehold  estates  in  England  of  which 
^is  brother  died  possessed,  on  the  ground  that  he 
is  the  nearest  heir  to  his  brother  C.     In  opposition 
to  this   claim  it  is  asserted,  that  D.,  though  the 
legitimate  brother  of  C,  cannot  inherit  his  English 
estates,  because,  though  the  law  of  Scotland  holds 
-that  the  ceremony  of  marriage  which  took  place 
is  only  evidence  of  that  consent  which  constitutes 
marriage  having  been  given  before  the  birth  of  C« 
-and  D.,  and  therefore  regards  them  as  being  born 
in  lawful  wedlock,  the  law  of  England  considers  the 
.&ct  that  they  were  born  before  the  marriage  cere- 
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1835.  tnony,  and  therefore,  though  it  admits  their  legiti- 
^-^^^'  macy,  holds  that  they  cannot  inherit.  By  the  la¥^ 
V.  of  England  must  or  must  not  this  question  be 
decided  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  where 
these  two  children  were  born,  where  the  marriage 
ceremony  took  place,  and  where  the  parties  were 
domiciled :  and  if  it  is  to  be  decided  by  the  law 
of  Scotland,  assuming  that  the  law  of  that  country 
is  here  accurately  stated,  does  it  not  follow  that 
C.  and  D.  being  born  in  justis  nuptits  according 
to  the  law  of  that  country  D.  has  a  right  to  inherit 
the  lands  in  England  of  which  his  brother  C.  died 
possessed  ?  *' 

The  next  question  which  I  propose,  is  for  the 
purpose  of  bringing  before  your  Lordships'  House 
a  view  of  what  would  be  the  consequences  with 
regard  to  the  personal  estate,  and  that  I  hold 
essentially  important ;  because  your  Lordships  well 
know  leasehold  property  by  the  law  of  this  country 
is  of  the  nature  of  personal  estate.  The  question 
is  in  these  words.  4.  "  A.,  a  domiciled  Scotsman, 
possessed  of  estates  in  that  country,  cohabited  with 
B.,  by  whom  he  had  a  son,  C. ;  some  years  after 
which  a  marriage  ceremony  passed  betwixt  him 
and  B,,  which,  according  to  the  law  of  that  country, 
furnished  evidence  of  that  mutual  consent  having 
taken  place  antecedent  to  the  birth  of  C.  which 
constitutes  marriage,  and  gave  to  his  son  C.  the 
status  of  a  son  born  in  lawful  wedlock.  A.  some 
years  after  this  marriage  retired  to  England,  and 
acquired  a  domicile  there,  when  he  became  pos- 
sessed of  a  large  personal  estate  ;  at  the  death  of 
A.,  C.  was  served  heir  to  the  Scotch  landed  pro- 
perty. Is  he,  or  is  he  not  also  entitled  to  the 
personal  estate  in  England,  consisting  of  leasehold 
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and  funded  property  of  which  his  father,  supposed       1835. 
to  be  a  domiciled  Englishman,  at  the  time  of  his 
death  died  possessed?*'  _ _^- 

The  fifth  question  which  I  wish  to  propose  to 
the  learned  Judges  is,  5.  vA.,  an  unmarried  man, 
^ent  from  England  to  Scotland,  where  he  acquired 
landed  property,  resided,  and  was  domiciled  for 
many  years  ;  soon  after  his  arrival  in  that  country^ 
he  formed  a  connection  with  a  female  M.,  with 
whom  he  lived,  and  by  whom  he  had  a  son  B. ; 
some  years  after  the  birth  of  this  child,  a  regular 
marriage  ceremony,  according  to  the  forms  prescri- 
bed by  the  law  of  that  country,  took  place  betwixt 
A.  and  M.  Assuming,  as  is  laid  down  by  all  the 
great  authorities  who  have  written  on  the  law  of 
Scotland,  that  B.  in  consequence  of  this  ceremony 
is  held  to  be  legitimate  by  a  presumption  or  fiction 
of  law,  that  the  marriage  had  taken  place  betwixt 
his  parents  before  he  was  born,  or,  in  other  words, 
assuming  that  the  ceremony  of  marriage  which  so 
took  place,  is  by  the  law  of  Scotland  regarded  as 
evidence  that  before  the  procreation  of  B.,  that 
mutual  consent  to  marry  had  passed  betwixt  A* 
and  M.,  which  the  law  of  that  country  regards  as 
constituting  marriage,  and  that  he  is  therefore  held 
to  have  been  born  in  jicstis  nuptiiSj  and  as  such 
was  in  truth  served  heir  to  the  landed  property 
in  Scotland,  in  which  his  father  died  infeft :  "  un- 
^<  der  such  assumption  the  learned  Judges  are 
*«  requested  to  say  whether  B.  is,  or  is  not,  entitled 
**a8  the  heir  of  A.,  to  the  real  estate  in  England, 
***  of  which  A.  dying  intestate  was  seised  ?" 

I  believe  it  to  be  the  regular  practiceof  your  Lord- 
•  ships*  House,  that  we  ask  not  only  for  information 
with  regard  to  the  law,  but  information  with  regard 
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1835.  to  the  practice  of  the  Courts,  and  the  two  last 
questions  I  shall  propose  have  reference  to  these 
two  subjects ;  first,  — 

"  Is  there  any  case  in  which,  under  the  law  of 
"  England,  an  only  son,  whose  legitimacy  is  admit* 
"ted,  is  nevertheless  debarred  from  inheriting 
"  landed  property,  of  which  his  father  dying  intesr- 
"  tate  was  possessed  ?  '* 

The  last  question  is  proposed  on  the  supposition 
that  there  are  such  cases,  and  requests  information 
upon  the  subject  matter  to  this  effect. 

"  If  such  case  or  cases  exist,  the  learned  Judges 
"  are  desired  to  give  to  the  House  references  to 
"  the  authorities  and  by  whom  they  are  reported, 
*'  and  to  state  the  principles  of  law  on  which  such 
"judgments  proceeded/* 

Those  questions  may  perhaps  be  considered  as 
somewhat  long,  but  on  considering  the  subject,  I 
really  did  not  think  I  was  capable  of  getting  that 
information,  which  your  Lordships  ought  to  have^ 
before  you  proceeded  to  decide  this  important 
case,  in  shorter  terms;  and  it  is  a  case  of  the 
utmost  importance,  not  only  to  the  Lieges,  but 
to  your  Lordships'  House,  when  you  consider 
how  seriously  it  might  affect  some  membere  of 
jour  Lordships*  House.  There  are  in  this  House 
many  Peers  with  titles  of  honour,  by  which  they 
had  the  good  fortune  to  be  relieved  from  all 
question  as  to  their  hereditary  honours  as  Peers 
of  Scotland ;  but  your  Lordships  will  recollect  that, 
upon  the  decision  of  this  question,  may  depend 
whether  those  hereditary  honours  may  be  left 
without  any  one  to  represent  them,  or  with  an  un- 
certainty who  that  individual  shall  be,  whether  a 
particular  individual  is  the  legitimate  soUi  who,  by 
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the  law  of  Scotland,  shall  inherit  the  Scotch  honours  igS5. 
and  the  entailed  Scotch  estates.  I  own,  my  Lords, 
that  this  view  of  the  question,  in  my  opinion,  adds 
greatly  to  the  importance  of  it,  and  greatly  to  the 
necessity  of  your  Lordships'  house  obtaining  all 
the  information  which  it  is  possible  to  obtain,  be- 
fore you  proceed  to  decide  upon  so  important  a 
case. 

Lord  Chancellor. —  My  noble^friend,  according 
to  his  own  statement,  need  not  entertain  the  appre- 
hension which  he  expresses  in  the  last  part  of  his 
address  to  the  House  ;  my  noble  friend  has  stated 
that,  upon  the  face  of  this  special  verdict,  the  law 
of  Scotland  has  been  misrepresented,  but  a  mis- 
statement of  the  law  of  Scotland,  upon  the  face  of 
this  special  verdict,  cannot,  I  think,  lead  to  the 
conclusion  my  noble  friend  apprehends.  I  cannot 
help  imagining  that  the  motion  which  my  noble 
friend  has  made,  is  founded  altogether  on  misap- 
prehension of  the  state  of  this  record,  and  the  ef- 
fect of  it,  and  it  is  necessary  that  I  should  state  to 
your  Lordships  what  is  the  course  of  proceeding 
in  which  the  question  is  presented  to  your  Lord- 
ships. This  is  a  question  upon  a  special  verdict : 
the  law  of  Scotland  is  a  question  of  fact;  the  law  of 
jScotland  was  found  in  the  Court  below,  or  sup- 
posed to  be  found  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury.  The  mo- 
ment that  question  of  fact  was  decided  by  the 
verdict  of  a  jury,  and  formed  a  part  of  the  special 
verdict,  the  Court  below  was  called  upon  to  draw 
the  conclusion  of  law  from  the  finding,  right  or 
wrong,  contained  in  that  special  verdict.  The  Court 
below  had  no  power  after  that  special  verdict  was 
formed  to  new  model  it ;  if  that  were  to  be  done^ 
it  would  have  been  necessary  the  case  should  have 
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1835.  gone  down  again  for  the  jury  to  find  the  fact, 
if  there  had  been  any  suggestion  of  error  in 
point  of  fact;  but  the  feet  being  assumed,  right  or 
Wrong,  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench  was  called  upon 
to  pronounce  as  to  the  conclusion  of  law  upon  that 
state  of  facts.  It  was  suggested  that  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  Court  below,  being  a  conclusion  in 
point  of  law  upon  that  assumption  of  facts,  was  er- 
roneous, and  in  consequence  of  that,  a  writ  of  trtot 
being  brought  into  your  Lordships'  House,  I  appre- 
hend there  is  no  power  in  this  state  of  the  proceed- 
ings to  inquire  into  the  fact ;  your  Lordships  have 
no  power  to  inquire  what  is  the  law  of  Scotland^ 
if  the  law  of  Scotland  is  stated  upon  the  record  j 
and  the  question  is,  supposing  the  law  as  found  to 
be  correctly  stated,  whether  the  opinion  of  th^ 
Jeamed  Judges  stated  in  the  Court  below,  was. 
upon  the  assumption  of  the  facts  there  stated,  a 
correct  one. 

"  Nowl  should  wish  to  know  what  course  of  proceed- 
ing my  noble  friend  recommends.  If  I  understand 
the  matter  rightly,  he  recommends  that  the  whole 
should  be  set  aside,  and  that  the  fact  should  be 
found  again.  I  ask,  whether  such  a  course  of  pro^ 
ceeding  was  ever  suggested  before  in  a  case  brought 
into  your  Lordships'  House.  It  will  be  conferring 
great  obligations  on  your  Lordships,  if  my  noble 
and  learned  friend  who  has  had  so  much  expe- 
rience in  this  House  will  state  whether  on  the  mei'e 
supposition  that  the  fact  has  been  incorrectly  found, 
it  has  been  the  course  of  your  Lordships'  House  t6 
award  a  venire  de  novo.  If  it  has,  I  shall  acquiesce 
in  that  being  done ;  but  I  apprehend  no  other 
xrourse  can  be  adopted  except  a  venire  de  novoj  that 
the  subject  may  go  down  again,  and  that  the  jury 
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may   fiod  what    is    the    law    of    Scotland.    A      1835. 
cas^  which  comes  her^  by  writ  of  error  must  be 
decided  according   to  English  law:   and  when-  » 

ever  we  are  called  upon  to  inquire  in  an  English 
Court  of  Justice  what  is  tlie  law  of  Scotland,  that 
must  be  inquired  into  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  fact 
being  itself  examined  into  before  a  jury  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  the  law.  If  my  noble  and 
learned  friend,  whose  valuable  assistance  we  have, 
is  aware  that  in  such  cases  your  Lordships'  House 
has  ever  upon  a  writ  of  error  directed  a  venire  de 
n&vQf  on  a  supposition  that  the  fact  found  by  the 
jury  in  the  Court  below  has  been  incorrectly 
founded  in  point  of  fact,  I  shall  acquiesce  in  such 
a  suggestion.  With  respect  to  the  form  of  the 
question,  the  only  criticism  which  my  noble  friend 
has  made  is  a  criticism  of  this  nature ;  that  there 
is  a  sort  of  inconsistency  in  supposing  that  a  bus- 
band  cohabits  with  his  wife.  It  is  stated  that, 
during  the  whole  time  they  cohabited  as  man  and 
wife,  part  of  the  time  without  being  married  and 
the  rest  of  the  period  being  married.  I  always 
imagined  that  a  man  might  cohabit  with  his  wifbf 
I  should  be  very  glad  to  hear  the  opinion  of 
my  noble  and  learned  friend  who  has  had  so  much 
experience  in  this  House,  whether  the  course 
which  is  suggested  can  be  adopted.  I  will  merely 
remark,  that  no  inconvenience  can  result  from  thi^ 
case ;  that  it  concludes  no  right ;  it  is  a  mere  ques- 
tion  of  ejectment  founded  on  a  particular  state  of 
facts.  li*  facts  are  found  to  be  erroneous  a  second 
ejectment  may  be  brought,  and  this  finding  wil} 
conclude  no  questiou  between  the  parties. 

The  Earl  of  Eldan.  —  My  noble  and  learned 
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18S5.      friend  having  put  a  question  with  reference  to  my 
recollection,  whether  this  House  has  awarded   a 
«.  venire  de  novo^  I  would  merely  state  that  without 

further  consideration  I  cannot  take  upon  myself  to 
say  whether  a  venire  de  novo  has  been  awarded  j 
but  I  think  it  has  in  a  case  in  which  the  facts  were 
not  stated  with  sufficient  clearness  to  enable  your 
Lordships  to  decide  the  case.  I  do  not  call  to 
mind  the  circumstances  of  that  case,  and  am  not 
able  to  say  whether  the  House  has  directed  a  venire 
de  novo  in  the  circumstances  stated  by  my  noble  and 
learned  friend,  but  I  will  look  into  the  cases  upon 
the  subject. 

Lord  JVynford.  —  I  certainly  would  not  pre- 
sume without  further  consideration,  to  recommend 
to  your  Lordships  under  the  circumstances,  to  award 
a  venire  de  novo  for  the  puipose  of  correcting  the 
statement  as  to  the  law  of  Scotland.  I  however,  do 
recollect  a  case,  in  which  it  was  under  consideration, 
whether  a  venire  de  novo  should  not  be  granted,  a 
case  from  Ireland  where  there  were  facts  very  incor- 
rectly stated,  and  where  it  was  discussed  whether  a 
venire  de  novo  should  not  be  sent ;  but  on  further 
consideration,  it  was  thought  better  to  dispose  of 
the  case  as  it  stood,  and  it  was  so  disposed  of;  but 
when  I  find  my  noble  friend  state,  that  in  the  opi- 
nibn  of  those  conversant  with  the  law  of  Scotland, 
a  fact  so  very  important  is  incorrectly  found  in  the 
special  verdict,  I  am  bound  to  say,  I  do  not  think 
this  case  can  be  satisfactorily  decided  without  giv- 
ing this  House  the  opportunity  of  considering  the 
legal  effect  of  that  finding  by  the  special  verdict* 

There  is  one  question,  however,  which  has  been 
put  by  my  noble  friend,  upon  which  I  feel  some 
doubt.   I  have  been  conversant  with  the  practice  of 
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the  law  now  for  nearly  thirty-two  years,  and  I  ne-       ISS6. 
ver  remember  a  similar  question  being  put.     The    „iixwHjfTL« 
last  question  put  by  my  noble  friend  is  this.  What      ^  *-^ 
is  your  opinion  on  matters  of  law,  and  will  you 
state  the  cases  and  ground  of  your  opinion  ?  I  will 
venture  to  say  that  such  a  question  was  never  put 
before.     When   your  Lordships  put  questions  to 
Judges  you  ask  them  to  state  their  opinions,  and 
they  add  so  much  as  they  feel  to  be  necessary  to 
fortify  their  opinions,  but  you  do  not  ask   them 
to  state  more  than  they  deem  to  be  requisite. 

The  Earl  of  Eldon.  —  My  Lords,  I  believe  it 
will  be  found  that  this  House  has  awarded  a  venire 
de  novo  in  Lord  Jersey's  case,  and  I  think  there 
was  also  a  venire  de  novo  awarded  in  the  case  of 
Commodore  Johnstone. 

Tke  Lord  Chancellor.  —  I  am  not  at  present  ap- 
prized of  the  circumstances  of  those  cases,  but,  in 
the  case  stated  by  my  noble  and  learned  friend, 
probably  the  special  verdict  was  imperfectly  fra- 
med; if  so,  there  must  be  a  venire  de  novo  ;  but  1 
believe  that  where  the  fact  is  found  distinctly, 
whether  that  finding  is  right  or  wrong,  a  Court  of 
Error  never  directs  a  venire  de  novo.  I  do  not  state 
any  thing  as  to  the  power  of  your  Lordships*  sitting 
as  a  Court  of  Error.  With  reference  to  that  which 
fell  from  my  noble  friend,  as  to  the  statement  of 
the  law  of  Scotland,  in  the  question  to  the  learned 
Judges,  I  had  but  one  course  to  pursue  ;  I  had  no 
alternative  but  to  state  the  law  of  Scotland  as  I 
found  it  in  the  special  verdict  The  judgment  of 
this  House  must  proceed  upon  the  statement  of 
facts  to  be  found  in  the  special  verdict,  and  if  the 
jury  have  stated  it  deficiently,  the  parties  have  got 
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1835.       a  judgment  which  will  be  of  no  use  beyond  that  of 
deciding  the  particular  case. 
»j  Lord  fVynfard.  —  Your  Lordships  will  excuse 

my  setting  myself  right,  for  it  appears  to  me  that 
there  is  an  inconsistency  in  this  special  verdict 
which  puts  an  end  to  the  question ;  it  finds  the 
parties  cohabiting  together,  the  birth  of  the  child, 
and  then  after  tlmt  birth  a  marriage,  not  describing 
it  as  a  ceremony  of  marriage,  but  a  marriage  subse* 
quent  to  the  birth  of  the  child.  Now  in  Scotland 
the  presumption  is  from  the  ceremony  taking  place 
to-day,  that  there  had  been  an  actual  marriage 
twenty  years  before,  or  so  long  before  as  is  neces- 
sary to  render  the  child  legitimate,  and  yet  in  the 
same  special  verdict  it  is  found  that  this  child 
would  in  consequence  of  a  subsequent  marriage, 
be  a  legitimate  child,  the  parents  being  domiciled 
in  Scotland.  If  there  is  an  apparent  inconsistency 
on  the  face  of  the  special  verdict  which  stands  in 
the  way  of  justice,  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
matter  should  be  put  into  a  course  by  which  tlie 
inconsistency  can  be  removed ;  it  is  necessary, 
stating  the  birth  of  the  child  at  such  a  time,  to 
state  that  there  was  a  ceremony  of  marriage.  I 
cannot,  therefore,  distinguish  between  this  case 
and  the  cases  alluded  to,  the  facts  being  so  stated 
that  there  is  an  apparent  inconsistency,  so  that  no 
proper  inference  of  law  can  be  drawn  from  the 
facts. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  There  is  no  doubt  that 
the  law  of  Scotland  is  inadequately  and  imperfectly 
Stated,  and  I  may  admit  for  the  purposes  of  tiie 
m*guinent  that  it  is  incorrectly  stated  ;  still  I  appre- 
hend we  cannot  go  out  of  the  record.  There  does 
not  appear  to  be  any  imperfection  in  the  finding. 


0. 
TAftBlLL. 


ON   APPEALS  AND    WRITS   OP  ERROR.  69 

It  is  the  finding  of  the  Jury,  and  we  have  no  right  to     ^^^ 
investigate  the  fact,  unless  it  is  so  imperfectly    bj„whutle 
stated  that  you  can  come  to  no  conclusion  upon 
such  a  statement.     But  I  should  submit  to  your 
Lordships,  that  from  the  very  involved  and  com- 
plicated nature  of  the  questions  my  noble  friend 
has  suggested,  the  better  course  will  be  in  the  first 
instance  to  have  those  questions  printed,  and  to 
name  a  day  for  taking  them  into  consideration. 
I  feel  myself  incompetent  on  a  sudden  to  follow 
my  iK)ble  friend  though  this  involved  statement, 
and  the  inferences  to  which  they  may  lead  me  in 
reference  to  the  questions  to  be  put  to  the  Judges. 
I  am  not  for  limiting  my  noble  friend  very  closely, 
but  we  should  see  the  effect  of  those  questions. 

Earl  of  Lauderdale.  —  I  have  not  the  least  ob- 
jection ;  the  matter  ought  to  be  most  fully  con- 
sidered, for  it  is  desimble  the  public  and  your 
Lordships  should  see  how  far  this  is  a  correct 
statement  of  the  law  of  Scotland.  It  does  not  in 
my  opinion  state  the  whole  of  the  law  of  Scotland, 
and  it  does  not  give  to  the  House  that  view  which 
is  satisfactory,  and  which  can  lead  to  any  proper 
result. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  Perhaps  it  may  be  ad- 
idsable  also  to  suggest  to  the  Judges  questions 
whether  in  a  Court  of  Error,  in  the  Courts  of 
Common  Law  of  England,  where  the  fact  is  in- 
correctly stated  they  have  known  a  venire  de 
novo  awarded,  that  might  assist  us  in  directing 
yoiit  Lordships'  proceedings.  I  admit  to  my  noble 
friend  that  the  law  of  Scotland  is  imperfectly 
stated  upon  this  record,  and  perhaps  incorrectly 
stated  ;  but  the  House  cannot  call  upon  the 
learned  Judges  to  decide  upon  the  question  as  to 
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18S5.  the  law  of  Scotland  except  as  it  is  proved  :  they  are 
not  assumed  to  have  any  knowledge  of  the  law  of 
Scotland. 

The  Earl  qf  Lauderdale. — I  have  no  objection  to 
the  noble  and  learned  Lord  putting  that  question, 
stating  it  to  refer  to  a  case  where  the  law  of  Scot- 
land is  imperfectly  as  well  as  incorrectly  stated. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  It  must  appear  upon  the 
face  of  the  record  itself  from  circumstances  in  the 
record  to  be  imperfect.  A  suggestion  dehors  that 
the  record  is  imperfect,  is  inadmissible  ;  and  when 
we  are  sitting  here  upon  a  writ  of  error  from  one 
of  our  Courts  of  Justice,  we  are  sitting  as  an  En- 
glish and  not  as  a  Scotch  tribunal. 

Lord  Wynford. —  I  should  propose  to  add  another 
question,  whether,  if  on  a  record  as  it  is  presented 
to  the  Court  of  Error  justice  cannot  be  done,  a 
writ  o^ venire  de  novo  should  not  be  issued? 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  My  noble  and  learned 
friend  I  am  sure  will  not  desire  to  import  facts 
dehors  the  record  for  the  purpose  of  coming  to  the 
conclusion  that  justice  cannot  be  done. 

Lord  Wynford.  —  I  do  not  desire  to  go  out  of 
the  record,  but  I  put  it  on  the  apparent  imperfec- 
tions of  the  record. 

The  further  consideration  of  the  case  was  then 
adjourned. 


At  the  close  of  the  session,  1834,  the  case  was 
brought  on  for  further  consideration,  when  the  fol- 
lowing opinions  were  delivered :  — 

Lord  Brougham.  —  The  extreme  importance  of 
the  question  raised  by  this  special  verdict  has  oc- 
casioned more  than  ordinary  delay  in  giving  jud^ 
ment. 
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The  facts  of  the  case,  as  they  appear  on  the       18S5. 
special  verdict,  are  these :  Alexander  Birtwhistle,    „]i^^^J^, 
being  seized  of  a  freehold  estate  in  Yorkshire,  was  »• 

domiciled  in  Scotland  from  the  year  1790,  nineteen 
years  before  the  estate  descended  to  him.  He  co- 
habited there  with  Mary  Purdie,  a  Scotchwoman, 
by  whom  he  had  a  son,  John  Birtwhistle,  the  lessor 
of  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  born  in  Scotland  in  1799» 
and  six  years  after  his  birth  his  father  and  mother 
intermarried.  In  1810  Alexander  died  in  Scot- 
land,  whence  he  never  had  removed,  and  John 
succeeded  to  his  Scotch  estates;  being  by  the 
Scotch  law  legitimate,  in  consequence  of  the  mar- 
riage of  his  parents  subsequent  to  his  birth,  and 
without  anything  intervening  between  the  birth  of 
tlie  child  and  the  marriage  of  the  parents,  which 
could  have  prevented  them  from  contracting  a 
marriage  at  any  moment.  The  question  is,  whether 
or  not  he  also  takes  the  English  real  estate  as  heir 
to  his  father  deceased  ? 

In  approaching  this  question,  there  are  some 
things  not  disputed.  It  is  admitted,  that  the  vali- 
dity of  a  marriage  must  depend  on  the  law  of  the 
country  where  it  is  had,  and  that  consequently  the 
parents  of  this  party  were  validly  married.  It 
seems  also  to  be  agreed,  that  generally  speaking 
legitimacy  is  a  status^  and  must  be  determined  by 
the  law  of  the  country  to  which  the  party  belongs* 
But  it  is  said  by  those  who  support  this  judgment, 
that  whether  the  party  here  is  legitimate  or  not,  is 
no  question  before  us ;  the  only  question  being,  it 
is  alleged,  whether  or  not  he  is  the  heir  to  an 
English  real  estate.  This  distinction,  I  confess, 
appears  to  me  founded  on  an  inaccurate  view  of 
the  subject     It  is  true,   that  the  question  here 
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arises  upon  the  claim  of  an  heir  as  sucbf  and  that 
therefore  the  only  qi»estion  may  be  said  to  be» 
ivbether  he  is  heir  or  not.  But  it  is  also  very 
possible  that  this  question  may  turn  wholly  upon 
another,  namely,  whether  or  not  the  claimant  is 
eldest  l^itimate  son  of  his  father,  the  person  last 
seized?  Nor  do  I  well  see  how  legitimacy  can 
ever  come  in  question  in  any  other  way  than  as 
connected  with  the  claim  to  succession,  either  real 
or  personal,  in  £ngland,  or  in  Scotland  eithert 
unless  in  the  single  case  of  a  declarator  of  bastardy 
or  of  legitimacy  —  a  proceeding  unknown  in  the 
English  law.  It  is  therefore  by  no  means  sujQScient 
for  deciding  this  case  to  say,  that  the  question 
touches  not  legitimacy  but  inheritance;  not  the 
personal  status  of  the  party,  but  his  right  to  real 
property.  It  may  touch  both  these  matters,  and 
the  latter  may  wholly  depend  upon  the  former. 

In  truth,  legitimate  son  means  lawful  son ;  and 
the  rule  of  inheritance  is,  that  the  eldest  lawful 
son  shall  succeed  to  the  father :  but  <<  ka^l  or 
••  not  *'  depends  upon  the  law  which  is  to  govern  ; 
and  no  other  definition  can  be  given  of  what  is 
lawful  than  this,  that  he  is  lawful  son  whom  the 
law  declares  to  be  such.  What  law  ?  There  are 
two,  it  is  said,  in  th»  case  —  the  law  of  the  place 
(rf*  the  party^s  birth,  and  of  his  parents*  marriage, 
and  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  land  lies. 
Then  which  of  these  two  laws  shall  prevail  ?  The 
whole  inclination  of  every  one's  mind  must  be  to« 
wards  that  law  which  prevails  where  each  person 
is  born,  and  where  his  parents  were  married,  sup- 
posing the  countries  to  be  one  and  the  same ;  and 
if  they  differ,  I  should  then  say  certainly  the  law 
6f  the  birth-place.     Nbr  can  any  thing  he  mdfe 
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inconvenient  or  more  inconsistent  with  principle, 
than  the  inevitable  conseqaence  of  taking  the  ler 
loci  ret  ^ee  for  the  rule ;  because  this  makes  a 
mitn  legitimate  ot  illegitimate,  according  to  the 
place  where  his  property  lies  or  rights  come  in 
question  -i-  legitimate  when  he  sues  for  distribution 
of  personal  estate— ^a  bastard  when  he  sues  for 
succesiaon  to  real ;  nay,  legitimate  in  one  country 
where  part  of  his  land  may  lie  —  and  a  bastard  in 
some  other  where  he  has  the  residue.    So^  in  like* 
manner,  all  who  claim  through  him  must  have 
their  rights  determined  by  the  same  vague  and 
uncertaiti  canon  —  a  circumstance  which  I  no- 
where Hxid  adverted  to  below.     All  the  learned 
Judges  proceed  upon  the  case  being  one  of  an 
infaeritaince  claimed  by  the  party  himself.    Bub 
what  if  he  were  dead  years  ago,   and   another 
claimed  an  estate  in  England  to  which  he  (the 
alleged  bastard)  never  had  been,  and  never  could 
have  been  entitled,  an  estate,  for  example,  de^ 
scending  from  a  collateral  who  took  it  by  purchase 
aAer  the  death  of  the  alleged  bastard  ?    Then  the 
pedigree  of  the  claimant  must  be  made  out  through^ 
legitimate  persons ;  and  the  question  of  legitimacy 
IB  raised  as  to  one  who  is  not  himself  claiming  any 
land  •*-«  who  never  did  or  could  claim  any  land  — 
and  it  is  not  raised  in  respect  of  any  right  in  him 
to  inherit  — *  any  right  to  be  called  the  heir  to  any 
land.     I  apprehend  this  shows  strongly  the  neces* 
sfty  of  taking  another  view  than  the  learned  Judges 
seem  to  have  deemed  sufficient  for  getting  over 
the  difficulty  of  the  case;  and  of  admitting  that 
tliere  is  a  status  of  legitimacy,  which  is  personali* 
and,  travelling  about  with  the  individual,  must  be 
determined  by  the  law  of  his  country. 
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1835.  In  the  argument  for  the  judgment  below  it  is 

thought  enough  to  say,  that  heir  means  he  who  is 
V.  born  in  lawful  wedlock  —  es  justis  nuptiis.     Then 

what  is  lawful  wedlock?  Is  there  any  greater 
reason  for  being  bound  by  the  law  of  the  country 
where  the  marriage-contract  was  made  in  deciding 
whether  or  not  the  wedlock  was  lawful,  than  there 
is  for  being  governed  in  ascertaining  the  legitimacy 
of  the  issue  of  the  marriage  by  the  law  of  the 
country  where  that  issue  was  bom,  more  especially 
when  it  was  also  the  country  where  the  marriage 
was  had  ?  But  can  the  Court  stop  short  according 
to  its  own  principle,  at  the  mere  fact  of  the  mar- 
riage being  according  to  the  lea:  loci  contractus? 
Do  not  the  principles  on  which  their  decision  pro- 
ceeds demand  this  further  inquiry  —  Were  the 
parties  able  to  marry  by  the  lex  loci  rei  sitce?  and 
thus  a  door  is  opened  to  the  further  examination 
of  how  far  a  preceding  divorce  of  one  of  the 
parties  was  sufficient  to  dissolve  a  previous  English 
marriage.  All  such  difficulties  are  got  rid  of  by 
holding  the  lew  loci  contractus  and  nativitatis  as 
governing  the  validity  of  the  contract  and  legiti- 
macy of  its  issue;  but  they  are  not  to  be  got 
over  in  this  way  by  any  argument  which  does  not 
with  equal  force  apply  to  holding  that  the  legiti- 
macy of  the  issue  is  a  question  equally  to  be 
governed  by  the  lex  loci  contractus  and  the  law  of 
tlie  birth-place. 

Nor  is  it  correct  to  say,  as  the  Judges  below 
assumed,  that  the  lex  loci  only  influences  the 
validity  of  the  contract,  and  extends  not  to  its 
effects.  The  highest  authorities  have  held  expressly 
the  reverse.  Huber,  in  the  Treatise  De  ConfUctu 
Legum^  which  forms  part  of  his  larger  work,  and 
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is  constantly  cited  as  the  greatest  authority  on  this  }^^ 
question,  says,  "  Non  solum  ipsi  contractus  ipsae- 
•*  que  nuptise  certis  locis  rite  celebratae  ubique  pro 
**  justis  et  validis  habentur,  sed  etiam  jura  et  effec- 
**  tus  contractum  nuptiarumque  in  lis  locis  recepta 
**  ubique  vim  suam  obtinebunt/'  I.  3,  9.  It  would 
be  difficult  to  state  anything  more  clearly  and  pro- 
perly the  effect  of  the  matrimonial  contract,  than 
the  legitimacy  of  the  issue ;  it  is,  in  fact,  the  main 
object,  and  therefore  the  principal  effect  of  that 
contract.  But  to  remove  all  doubt  on  this  subject, 
and  to  extend  the  same  rule  also  to  the  lea:  loci 
nativilatis — he  adds,  "  Qualitates  personales  certo 
«*  loco  alicui  impressas  ubique  circumferri  et  per- 
**  sonam  comitari,  cum  hoc  effectu  ut  ubitns  loco- 
"  mm  eo  jure  quo  tales  person©  alibi  gaudent  vel 
**  subject!  sunt,  gaudeantur  et  subjiciantur.** 

This  principle  was  adopted  and  acted  on  in  two 
very  remarkable  cases  by  your  Lordships  then 
proceeding  under  the  advice  of  Lord  Eldon,  —  I 
mean  Crazvford  v.  Patrick,  and  Strathmore  v^ 
Bowes.  In  the  former,  a  child  having  been  born 
before  mamage  in  America,  where  the  English 
Jaw  prevails,  claimed  a  Scotch  estate  in  respect  of 
the  subsequent  marriage  of  his  parents  there,  qf 
rvJiom  the  father  was  Scotch.  He  contended,  that 
the  question  having  arisen  upon  a  real  estate  in 
Scotland,  the  Court  of  Session  was  bound  to  ad- 
minister the  law  loci  rei  sitce,  and  that  law  declared 
him  Intimate.  But  the  Court  below  and  your 
Lordships  held  that  legitimacy  is  a  status  to  be 
determined  by  the  law  of  the  party's  birth-place^ 
or  at  any  rate,  by  that  of  the  country  where  the 
marriage  of  his  parents  was  had,  as  well  as  himself 
born;  and   they   held   him   bastard  in   Scotland 
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— r„    Americ  whare  h/birth  and  hU  parents  n,.rri^ 
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»;  took  place*     In  Strathmore  v.  BcyweSy  a  marriage 

bad  in  London  after  the  birth  of  the  child  Wa9 
lield  not  to  legitimate  the  issue  either  as  to  Scotch 
honours  or  estate  on  the  same  grounds;  and  itt 
both  these  cases  one  of  the  points  made  fbr  the* 
judgment  was  the  absurdity  of  holding  the  samef 
person  to  be  bastard  in  one  country  and  kgitimatei^ 
in  another.  j 

It  is  plain  that  legitimacy  has  but  one  meaning; 
namely,  born  in  lawful  wedlock.  Now  in  Scotlafidt 
the  child  born  before  the  marriage  ceremony  has 
been  performed  is  legitimate,  not  because  oi*  a 
subsequent  act  of  his  parents,  but  because  he  k 
considered  as  born  in  lawful  wedlock.  The  matw 
riage  is  held  to  have  preceded  his  birth,  and  ae<^ 
cording  to  the  doctrine  and  language  of  the  tiivit 
law,  from  which  Scotland  and  other  countries  hi^ve 
borrowed  this  principle,  he  is  considered  as  mm 
kgitimatus,  sed  legitimus  ab  initio.  Nor  is  this  a 
mere  fiction  of  law  and  a  technical  refinement. 
Marriage  in  Scotland  is  a  consensual  contract,  and 
perfected  by  consent  alone.  But  this  may  be  given, 
and  the  contract  made  in  two  ways,  either  ^er  wrAtr 
de  prcesentiy  or  by  a  promise  suhsequente  coptddi 
Now  in  the  latter  case,  the  coptda  makes  the  pre* 
vious  promise  a  consent  —  it  turns  the  promi^' 
touching  the  future  into  a  present  consent.  A 
child  then,  bom  in  the  interval  between  the  pro^- 
mise  and  the  copula,  would  be  legitimate,  for  thfe 
copula  would  show  that  consent,  and  therefbre^a 
marriage  had  preceded  his  birth*  But  so  doe^i  a 
marriage  afler  the  birth,  for  that  raises  the  legal 
presumption  that  there  was  a  consent  before  the 
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birth  and  at  the  cohabitation.  The  cohabitation  is  i^ss- 
held  tp  have  been  a  consent  and  a  marriage ;  the 
ceremony  is  only  held  as  evidence  of  that  previous 
consent  and  coi^act  So  much  is  this  the  case; 
that  if  either  party  was  married  to  another  at  the' 
time  of  the  child's  birth,  or  during  the  interval 
beCi^een  that  birth  and  the  ceremony,  no  legitiroa^ 
tion  takes  place,  because  no  room  exists  for  the 
presumption  of  law  that  the  consent  or  marriage 
took  place  before  the  birth.  All  this  is  certain 
and  dear,  but  the  learned  Judges  in  the  Court 
Wow  appear  not  to  have  taken  it  into  their  consi* 
deratiofv 

The  judgment  is  rested  entirely  upon  the  statute 
(^  Merlon,  ^nd  it  is  contended  that,  by  that 
famous  Act,  he  k  declared  a  bastard  who  is  bm'n 
before  the  marriage  of  his  parents :  no  doubt  so 
hjB  is  in  England ;  and  no  doubt  bastardy  —  the 
statiSs  of  bastardy-— is  what  the  English  law  is 
^lere  dealing  with.  But  is  this  an  authority  for 
saying  that  he  only  shall  inherit  English  lands 
whom  that  statute  declares  legitimate  ? 

;  It  is  said  that  the  les  loci  rei  sitce  must  govern 
the  succession  to  real  estate ;  undoubtedly  it  must ; 
and  if  that  Jaw  gives  it  in  Kent  to  all  the  sons, 
and  in  Brentford  to  the  youngest,  and  elsewhere 
tG(  i^e  eldest,  these  several  sons  are  the  heirs  in 
tfapsi^  several  places.  But  when  it  is  said  the  law*- 
fpl  issiiie  shall  take -^^  I  agree  —  I  too  say  only  the 
legitimate  aon  or  sons  shall  inherit;  but  to  find 
who  are  the  legitimate  sons,  I  must  ask  the  law  of 
tlie  birth-i^iace  which  fixes  the  status  of  legiti- 
ipacy  f  of  the  personal  quality,  according  to  Huber, 
that  travels  round  every  where  with  the  party* 
But  the  arguipent  assumes  a  narrower  and  appa^ 
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1835.       mgenuus  by  an  inquisition,  we  should  contend  that 
he  never  had  been  a  slave,  though  a  finding  of 
V'  liber  might  leave  it  equivocal,      In  like  manner 

and  by  parity  of  reason,  a  person  being  found 
legitimate,  or  legit imuSy  and  not  legitimated  or 
legitimatuSf  excludes  the  supposition  of  his  ev^r 
having  been  a  bastard,  and  shows  him  to  be  law- 
fully born  and  begotten.  Suppose  a  Scotch  estate 
devolved  to  one  born  before  marriage,  as  it  might 
by  devise  (or  rather  Scotch  conveyance  in  the 
nature  of  devise)  to  the  first  son  of  A.,  I  q|>- 
prehend  that  A.  marrying  the  mother,  tb^.  day 
afler  the  devisor's  death,  the  estate  would  be 
vested  in  the  son,  because  he  would,  become  legi' 
timate,  though  born  before  the  death.  But  it  19 
unnecessary  to  argue  this,  though  it  illustrates  tl^e 
principle  ;  the  fact  found  is,  that  the  lessor  of  t^e 
plaintiff  was  born  in  Scotland  legitimate,  or  in  law* 
ful  wedlock. 

The  cases  of  Crawford  v.  Patrick  and  Strath- 
more  v.  Bowes  have  been  already  referred  to,  but 
they  require  another  remark.  They  were  decided 
in  this  House,  by  appeal  it  is  true  from  Scotland, 
and  respecting  the  Scotch  real  estate,  but  3ti}l  by 
this  House,  and  upon  general  principles  of  law- 
Those  cases  were  the  precise  converse  of  thia : 
they  decided  the  bastardy  of  parties,  and  on  th« 
distinct  ground  that,  as  Lord  Redesdale  s^d,  tjb^ey 
were  "  bastard  by  the  law  of  their  birth-place,  ao4 
**  therefore  bastard  in  Scotland  where  the  rigl^s 
"  claimed  respected  real  estate.*'  It  is  not  more 
the  rule  of  the  English  law  that. children  born  oift 
of  wedlock  shall  not  inherit,  though  their  parents 
intermarry,  than  it  is  the  rule  of  the  Scotch  Uw 
that  such  children  shall  inherit,  if  their  parent^  do 
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intermarry.  It  is  not  more  alien  to  the  English  }^^^* 
law  to  adopt*  the  fiction  that  such  children  are 
born  in  wedlock^  than  it  is  alien  to  the  Scotch  law  ^^ 
^  to  exclude  this  principle.  The  English  rule  being 
statutory  can  make  no  difference.  A  fixed  and 
knowB  principle  of  common  law  has  exactly  the 
same  force  with  statutory  provision.  How  then 
can  the  opposite  principle  be  adopted  in  two  cases 
identically  the  same  ?  The  Court  below  says  that 
the  English  law  gives  not  an  estate  to  the  bastard 
eigncy  and  that  it  treats  him  as  bastard,  although 
by  the  law  of  his  birth-place  he  was  legitimate. 
The  Scotch  law  gives  the  estate  to  the  bastard 
eigne,  regarding  him  as  legitimate,  and  this  House 
adjudged  that  he  should  not  take  that  estate,  only 
because  he  was  illegitimate  by  the  law  of  his  birth- 
place. Your  Lordships  decided  that  the  lea:  loci 
ret  sitce  should  not  be  regarded,  when  it  differed 
from  the  lea:  loci  contractus  et  nativitatis  ;  you  de- 
cided that,  when  the  former  law  declared  for  legi- 
timacy, it  should  yield  to  the  latter,  which  de- 
clared for  bastardy.  How  can  you  be  called  upon 
here  to  decide  that  the  lex  loci  rei  sitce  shall  not 
overrule  the  other  law,  and  that  again  in  favour  of 
bastardy?  I  profess  my  inability  to  understand 
how  these  two  decisions  of  the  same  question  can 
in  any  way  stand  together ;  nor  am  I  able  to  per- 
ceive that  the  least  attention  was  paid  by  the 
Court  below  to  those  important  decisions  of  your 
LiH'dships. 

I  perceive  that  the  whole  argument  in  that 
Court  turned  upon  a  question  not  in  dispute  here. 
The  learned  Judges  suppose  that  they  decide  the 
question,  when  they  prove  that  the  EngUsh  law 
is  to  govern  the  case,  because  the  question  relates 
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1834.  to  real  property  situated  in  England,  Now  unde^ 
niably  the  English  law  is  to  govern  the  case  in  one 
^•_  sense;  the  elda<)t  lawful  son  is  to  ^succeed;  but 
who  that  son  is  must  be  determined  by  the  law  of 
his  birth-place,  and  by  the  fact  found  that^  under 
that  laW|  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  eldest  lawful 
son.  Nay  even  if  we  take  the  English  law  to  be, 
that  lawful  son  or  heir  is  he  who  was  bom  in  wed- 
lock, then  we  have  here  the  fact  found,  and  found 
as  a  fact,  that  in  the  country  where  he  was  bom 
the  party  was  bom  in  wedlock.  No  one,  it  must 
be  always  borne  in  mind,  pretends  to  say  that  the 
English  law  can  in  any  way  dispose  of  the  whole 
question.  Admitting  that  the  rule  cited  £rom  Lord 
Coke  in  reference  to  the  statute  ofMerttm  is  to  go- 
vern us,  hcere^  qui  exjustis  nuptiis procreatta  esi^  no 
one  contends  that  the  question  what  arejustcp  nup" 
tkg  can  be  determined  otherwise  than  by  a  reference 
to  the  kx  loci  contractus^  or  it  may  be,  loci  nativi^ 
talis.  To  that  foreign  law,  then,  we  must  resort ; 
and  the  only  questicm  is,  at  what  period  of  our  in- 
quiry this  recourse  shall  be  had.  No  more  needs 
be  said  to  show  how  very  far  from  decisive  of  the 
present  question  that  position  is,  which  alone  is  w- 
gued  or  defended  by  the  learned  Judges^  namelyv 
that  the  law  of  England  must  govern.  It  does  g(V 
vera,  but  with  the  aid,  through  the  ministry  of  the 
foreign  law.  The  reference  made  to  the  dictum  ot 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  Brodie  v.  Barry  ♦, 
B.  does  not  touch  the  case.  All  that  his  Honour 
there  said  was,  that  questions  on  real  rights  must 
follow  the  law  of  the  country  where  the  land  lies. 
This  is  not  denied ;  nor  was  it  denied  by  this 
House,  when  it  refused  to  consider  W^  Sheddon 
(HT  J.  Bowes  as  Jeg^timate  in  respect  to  Scotch  Es- 
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tates,  although  the  law  of  Scotland  where  those  1S34. 
estates  lay  held  them  both  to  be  so;  or  rather 
would  so  have  held  had  they  been  bom  in  Scot^ 
land.  But  while  this  House  and  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion admitted  that  the  Scotch  law  must  decide,  th^ 
also  held  that  the  Scotch  law  refused  estate  to  bas- 
tards, and  that  it  regarded  one  as  a  bastard  who  was 
so  by  the  law  of  his  birth-place.  That  was  the  same 
case  in  principle  with  this,  in  every  material  respect. 
It  is  not  easy  in  such  a  question,  a  question 
Tsused  on  the  conflictus  legum^  to  omit  all  consider- 
ations of  convenience;  inasmuch  as  it  is  principally 
on  views  of  convenience  that  the  whole  doctrine  of 
what  is  generally  called  conutas  turns.  One  should 
say  that  nothing  can  be  more  pregnant  with  incon^ 
venience,  nay,  that  nothing  can  lead  to  conse- 
quences more  strange  in  statement,  than  a  doctrine 
which  sets  out  with  assuming  legitimacy  to  be  not 
a  personal  status,  but  a  relation  to  the  several  couiv 
tries  in  which  rights  are  claimed,  and  indeed  to  the 
nature  of  different  rights.  That  a  man  may  be 
bastard  in  one  country,  and  legitimate  in  another, 
seems  of  itself  a  strong  position  to  affirm,  but 
more  staggering  when  it  is  followed  up  by  this 
other,  that  in  one  smd  the  same  country  he  is  to  be 
r^arded  as  bastard  when  he  comes  into  one  court 
to  claim  an  estate  in  land,  and  legitimate  when  he 
resorts  to  another  to  obtain  personal  succession ; 
nay,  that  the  same  Court  of  Equity  (when  the  real 
estate  happens  to  be  impressed  with  a  trust)  must 
view  him  as  both  bastard  and  legitimate,  in  respect 
of  a  succession  to  the  same  intestate.  Further  still, 
should  he  happen  to  be  next  of  kin  to  his  uncle, 
who  had  a  mortgage  upon  the  estate,  he  must  be 
denied  his  succession  to  the  land  of  the  mmlgagor 
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1834.^  in  his  quality  of  bastard,  and  be  allowed  to  come 
in  as  an  incumbrancer  upon  the  self-same  estate  in 
his  capacity  of  legitimate  son  to  the  same  mortga- 
gor. All  this  is  assumed  to  be  the  law  by  the 
learned  Judges  who  have  decided  below,  and  advi- 
sed your  Lordships  here.  They  have  not  assumed, 
what  however  they  cannot  deny,  that  it  is  another 
consequence  of  their  doctrine,  to  enable  a  descen- 
dant of  this  same  bastard  to  claim  through  him  as 
.if  he  were  legitimate,  while  the  alleged  force  of 
the  statute  ofMerton  and  of  Lord  Coke's  commen- 
tary thereupon,  excludes  him  from  taking  it  him- 
self. In  the  same  country,  in  the  same  Courts,  in 
respect  to  the  same  land,  he  is  both  bastard  and 
legitimate ;  bastard  for  the  purpose  of  his  own 
succession,  legitimate  when  the  succession  of  others 
is  concerned.  May  I  be  permitted  most  respect- 
fully to  express  a  doubt  whether  or  not  this  ques- 
tion has  received  all  the  consideration  which  it  de- 
serves at  the  hand  of  those  learned  Judges  ? 

I  know  not  that  it  carries  the  argument  much 
further,  but  there  is  a  proceeding  well  known  to 
your  Lordships  sitting  here  as  a  Court  of  general 
jurisdiction  over  the  whole  United  Kingdom, 
though  unknown  to  the  Courts  of  England,  —  the 
process  of  declarator.  Suppose  a  declarator  of  le- 
gitimacy had  been  brought  in  the  Scotch  Courts 
by  the  lessor  of  this  plaintiff,  the  judgment  would 
have  been,  and  quite  as  a  matter  of  course,  that  he 
was  lawful  son  of  Wm.  Birtwhistle ;  and  the  pre- 
sent defendant  being  made  a  party  to  this  suit,  the 
judgment  could  be  given  in  evidence  before  the 
Court  where  the  ejectment  now  before  us  was 
brought  I  agree  that  such  a  judgment  does  not 
conclusively  bind  ;  yet  it  would  place  the  conflict 
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of  the  two  laws  in  a  somewhat  stronger  light,  if  the  vi^^ 
English  Court  should  pronounce  him  bastard  whom  urtwiustle 
the  Scotch  Court,  sitting  in  the  country  of  his 
birth,  had  pronounced  lawful  son.  But  if  both 
judgments  were  brought  here  by  appeal  and  writ 
of  error,  as  might  easily  happen,  your  Lordships 
would  be  compelled  to  affirm  the  sentence  of  the 
Scotch  Court,  and  yet  you  are  now  asked  to  affirm 
the  opposite  judgment  of  the  King's  Bench.  Let 
it  be  observed,  too,  that  all  this  anomaly  is  in  Eng- 
land —  it  begins  and  ends  here ;  for  the  Scotch 
Judges  have  decided  in  such  cases  with  perfect 
consistency,  as  well  as  entire  uniformity.  Those 
learned  persons,  whose  familiarity  with  legal  princi. 
pie,  in  its  enlarged  sense,  is  derived  from  a  deep 
stud|y  of  the  feudal  and  of  the  civil  law,  as  well  as 
of  the  modem  jurisprudence  of  Scotland,  have  been 
guided  in  all  their  determinations  of  such  questions 
by  simple,  rational,  and  intelligible  principles.  If 
a  declarator  of  legitimacy  were  brought  before  them 
by  one  born  in  England  before  marriage,  and 
whose  parents  afterwards  intermarried,  their  sen- 
tence would  be  that  he  was  illegitimate  ;  and  even 
were  he  to  claim  a  Scotch  estate  the  law  would 
be  the  same.  This  has  been  ruled  in  Scotland  in 
the  cases  more  than  once  referred  to,  and  affirmed 
upon  appeal  here.  But  you  are  now  advised  to 
take  a  different  course,  when  the  same  question 
arises  in  another  part  of  the  United  Kingdom.  It 
may  be  observed  that,  in  referring  to  those  Scotch 
cases,  the  learned  Chief  Justice  says,  without  dis- 
cussing them,  that  it  is  satisfactory  to  him  that  the 
form  of  the  proceeding  (a  special  verdict)  was  such 
as  to  carry  the  question  before  the  same  tribunal 
which  pronounced  those  decisions.     In  the  advice> 
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however,  which  has  been  given  to  this  tribunal  by 
the  same  learned  Judges,  I  do  not  find  that  those 
decisions  have  been  much  considered. 

1  am  of  opinion  therefore,  that  this  case  was 
wrong  decided  below,  and  upon  views  which  got 
rid  of  the  real  point,  and,  escaping  to  one  very 
easy  and  quite  undisputed,  left  the  only  question 
undecided.  With  the  greatest  respect  for  the 
learned  Judges  who  gave  the  same  opinion  to  your 
Lordships,  on  the  same  grounds,  I  am  bound  to  ^ve 
my  own  opinion^  although  it  differs  so  widely  from 
theirs :  and  is,  therefore,  very  likely  to  be  wrong. 
I  think  that  the  writ  of  error  ought  to  be  allowed, 
and  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  be  found  entitled  tt> 
the  postea^  and  to  recover.  But  I  think  it  most 
probable  that  your  Lordships  may  desire  to  have 
the  case  re-argued,  considering  its  great  imports 
ance ;  and  I  humbly  submit  these  observatiotas  to 
your  Lordships,  but  more  particularly  to  my  noble 
and  learned  friend  (Lord  Lyndhurst)  who  held  the 
Great  Seal  at  the  time  when  the  case  was  heard. 

Lord  Lyndhurst.  —  This  was  a  case  which  arose 
on  the  Northern  Circuit.  For  the  purpose  Of 
raising  the  question  of  law  for  the  opinion  of  tiie 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  the  parties  agreed  on  a 
special  verdict.  The  question  was  argued  originally 
at  great  length  and  with  great  learning  by  the  pre- 
sent Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas  on 
the  one  side,  and  by  counsel  of  great  eminence  on 
the  other,  and  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  were 
unanimous  in  their  opinion  upon  the  case :  how- 
ever, in  consequence  of  the  importance  of  the 
question,  at  the  suggestion  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  at  the  time,  it  was  thought  to  be  right  to 
bring  the  question  to  your  Lordships*  House.     It 
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was  again  argued  with  great  learning  at  your  Lord-  ^^' 
ships'  bar.  It  was  very  elaborately  argued,  and  the 
learned  Judges  unanimously  concurred  in  the  de- 
cision of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.  However, 
my  noble  and  learned  friend  has  stated  a  doubt 
with  respect  to  the  case :  he  is  of  opinion  that  all 
the  necessary  views  of  the  subject  were  not  taken 
in  the  argument,  and  that  they  were  not  sufficiently 
considered  by  the  learned  Judges  at  the  time  of 
giving  their  advice  to  your  Lordships.  Under 
these  circumstances  I  agree  with  my  noble  and 
learned  friend,  with  a  view  to  settling  the  law  upon 
this  subject,  and  with  reference  also  to  the  impor- 
tance of  the  question,  it  might  be  desirable  that 
the  case  should  again  be  argued  by  counsel  at  the 
bar,  in  such  a  way  as  your  Lordships  shall  direct, 
in  the  presence  of  the  learned  Judges.  That  of 
course  must  be  next  Session,  as  it  will  be  impos- 
sible to  call  them  together  this  Session. 

I  might  say  that  I  think  some  of  the  views  put 
by  my  noble  and  learned  friend  are  very  striking. 
I  have  adverted  to  them  myself  over  and  over 
again  in  considering  the  case;  they  require  very 
full  and  patient  consideration,  and  no  pains  should 
be  spared  to  arrive  at  the  proper  result  j  therefore, 
I  should  suggest  the  course  which  I  believe  my 
noble  and  learned  friend  approves,  that  your 
Lordships  should  request  the  learned  Judges  to 
attend  here  to  hear  the  cause  re-argued. 

Lord  Brougham. — My  Lords,  I  am  much  better 
pleased  that  my  noble  and  learned  friend  should 
put  it  as  he  has  done  upon  his  judgment  that  the 
questions  now  raised  are  worth  consideration,  than 
that  it  should  proceed  on  any  doubts  entertained 
by  me.    1  should  not  think  it  right  that  I,  who  was 
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1^84.^     not  judicially  here  when  the  case  was  argued^ 
should  alone  advise  your  Lordships. 

Lord  Denman.  —  My  Lords,  I  think  the  impor- 
tance of  the  case  is  such,  and  the  doubts  which 
exist  are  so  considerable,  that  they  ought  to  be 
further  investigated  before  the  case  is  determined 
by  your  Lordships. 
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Ordered  to  be  further  argued  before  the  Judges 
next  Session,  by  one  Counsel  on  each  side. 
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SCOTLAND. 

(court    of    SESSION.) 

The  Honourable  Dame  Anne  Bos- 


CAWEN  or  Warrender 


^  [  Appellant ; 

The  Right  Honourable  Sir  George  1 

Warrender,  of  Lochend,  Bart.    J  ^^^P^^^^^' 

In  1810  a  marriage  was  solemnized  in  England  between  an 
English  woman  and  W.,  a  Scotchman  by  birth,  property,  and 
connections,  but  partly  domiciled  in  England.  In  1819  a 
deed  was  executed,  by  which  they  agreed  to  live  separate  — 
the  agreement  to  be  rescinded  only  by  mutual  consent,  and 
on  specified  conditions;  and  a  provision  for  the  wife  was 
charged  upon  the  estates  of  the  husband  in  Scotland.  From 
this  time  they  were  in  a  state  of  separation,  the  husband 
living  almost  wholly  in  Scotland.  The  wife  resided  on  the 
Continent,  chiefly  in  France. 

Upon  action  by  the  husband  in  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scot- 
land, for  a  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  Held  that  the 
Court  had  jurisdiction  to  pronounce  a  sentence  of  divorce,  a 
Vinculo  Matrimonii. 
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The  question  in  this  case  arose  in  an  action  of 
divorce  brought  in  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scot- 
land at  the  instance  of  Sir  George  Warrender, 
against  Dame  Anne  Boscawen  or  Warrender. 

The  case  stated  in  the  Court  below  for  the  pur- 
suer  was  as  follows :  — 

The  pursuer  was  a  native  of  Scotland.  He  was 
born  and  educated  in  that  country.  Descended  of 
Scotch  parents,  he  succeeded  to  and  still  possessed 
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18S4.  the  family  estates  of  Lochend,  in  the  county  of 
East  Lothian.  He  had  likewise  purchased  landed 
!w  ..  property  in  several  counties  in  Scotland,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  between  40,000/.  and  50,000i  Having  suc- 
ceeded, in  the  year  1820,  on  the  death  of  his 
cousin,  to  the  estate  of  Bruntsfield  in  the  immedi- 
ate vicinity  of  Edinburgh,  he  soon  afterwards  made 
considerable  additions  to  the  mansion-house  on  it, 
and  fitted  it  up  as  a  residence  for  himself,  at  an  ex- 
pense  of  about  7000/.  After  that  period,  he  made 
it  his  principal  residence,  and  was  residing  there  at 
the  time  of  the  suit 

At  an  early  period  in  life  he  obtained  a  commis* 
sion  in  the  Berwickshire  regiment  of  militia,  with 
which  he  did  duty  both  in  Scotland  and  in  Eng- 
land, and  then  held  the  lieutenant-coiondcy  of  the 
regiment. 

In  1807  the  pursuer  was  returned  to  parliftment 
for  the  Haddington  district  of  burghs,  and  at  a 
subsequent  period,  represented  in  parliament  the 
burghs  of  Truro,  Sandwich,  Westbury,  and  Honi- 
on.  About  the  end  of  the  year  181^  he  was  ap- 
pdnted  to  a  seat  at  the  Board  of  Admiralty,  and 
there  being  an  official  residence  attached  to  it,  he  soon 
afterwards  took  possession  of  it,  and  continued  to 
occupy  it  till  the  month  of  April  1822.  Until  his  ap- 
pointment to  this  office,  he  hstd  no  house  in  London, 
or  elsewhere  in  England ;  he  kept  no  establishoaent 
there,  but  lived  sometimes  in  hotels,  at  other  times 
in  furnished  lod^ngs,  wheia  his  parlismeotary  du- 
ties required  his  attendance  in  London.  He  spent 
the  greater  part  of  his  time  in  Scotiand.  His  resi- 
dence was  there,  and  he  only  left  it  when  requii^ed 
by  liis  regimental  or  parliamentary  duties.  During 
the  time,  indeed,  that  he  held  the  situation  of  one 
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of  the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty,  it  became  necessary       1S84. 
for  him  to  spend  a  greater  part  of  his  time  in  Lon- 
don ;  but  even  then  he  was  in  the  practice  of  re- 
turning  to  Scotland  every  year  when  the  duties  of 
his  oflSce  permitted. 

During  one  of  his  visits  to  England,  in  the 
month  of  October  1810,  and  while  he  was  residing 
in  temporary  lodgings,  he  was  regularly  married  to 
the  Defender*     The  marriage  ceremony  was  per- 
formed in  London,   and   the  Defender  was  an 
English    lady,  both  by  birth   and    connections. 
Marriage  articles,  afier  the  English  form,  were 
entered  into,  but  the  provisions  settled  upon  the 
Defender  as  his  wife  were  contained  in  an  ante- 
nuptial contract  of  marriage,  executed  in  the  Scotch 
form,  simul  et  semel  with  the  English  articles,  and 
were  secured  over  his  heritable  property  in  Scotland. 
It  was  provided  by  that  deed,  that  the  Defender 
should  be  secured  in  a  jointure  of  1000/.  a  year, 
partly  over  the  estate  of  Lochend,  and  partly  over 
the  lands  of  Goodspeed,  both  situate  in  the  county 
of  Haddington.    The  deed  narrates,  <<  that  the 
*•  said  Sir  Gteorge  Warrender  and  Anne  Boscawen 
*^  having  conceived  a  mutual  love  and  affection  for 
<<  each  other,  do  hereby,  with  consent  foresaid, 
^  accept  of  each  other  for  lawful  spouses,  and 
^*  promise    to    accomplidii    and    solemnise    their 
^^  marriage  without  delay ; ''  and  that  the  pursuer 
had  covenanted    and  agreed  to  ^^  settle   1000/. 
*<  sterling  a-year  upon  her  as  her  jointure,  to  be 
^<  secured  on  his  real  estates  in  Scotland ;  and,  in 
"  regard  that,  by  the  settlements  of  the  estate  of 
**  Lochend,   the    heirs  <rf'  entail    and    provision 
**  succeeding  thereto  are  empowered  to  provide 
^'  their  ladies  in  a  competent  liferent  provision,  by 


WAftMNDXA 
WAKEXKDIft. 


it 
H 
tt 


9^  CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE   OF   LORDS 

ISS^:       ««  way  of  locality,  out  of  the  said  estate,  not  ex- 
"  ceeding  the  third  part  of  the  real  rent  thereof 
**  for  the  time ;   therefore,  the   said  Sir  George 
"  Warren der,   as    a    security  to  the  said   Anne 
"  Boscawen,  his  future  spouse,  of  an  annuity  of 
580/.  sterling,  part  of  the  said  jointure  or  annuity 
of  1000/.  covenanted  to  be  paid  to  her  as  afore- 
said, hereby  binds  and  obliges  himself,  and  his 
**  heirs  of  entail  and  provision,  and  his  successors 
"  and  representatives  whatever,  legally  and  suffi- 
"  ciently  to  infeft  and  seise  the  said  Anne  Boscawen, 
*'  his  future  spouse,  in  liferent  during  all  the  days 
<<  of  her  life,  after  his  decease,  in  case  she  shall 
"  happen  to  survive  him  :  But  always  with  and 
"  under  the  reservation,  conditions,  and  provisions 
"  after  written,  in  all  and  sundry  the  lands  and 
"  others  specified  (the  rent  whereof  is  within  a 
"  third  part  of  the  rent  of  the  said  lands  and  estate 
**  of  Lochend),  viz.,  the  lands   and  grounds  of 
«  Lochend." 

It  farther  provides,   that  besides   the  foresaid 
provision,   "  by  way  of  locality  to  the  said  Anne 
"  Boscawen,   for  securing    to    her    the    foresaid 
"  annuity  of  580/.  sterling,  part  of  the  said  jointure 
or  annuity  of  1000/.  agreed  to  be  secured  to  her 
upon  the  said  Sir  George  Warrender's  real  estates 
in  Scotland,  he  hereby,  in  complete  fulfilment  of 
his  engagement  to  settle  and  secure  to  her  the 
«  said  jointure  of  1000/.  binds  and  obliges  himself, 
"  and  his  heirs,  executors,  successors,  and  repre- 
"  sentatives  whatsoever,  to  pay  to  the  said  Anne 
"  Boscawen,  during  all  the  days  of  her  lifetime 
"  after  his  decease,  in  case  she  shall  survive  him 
*«  only,  an  annuity  of  420/.  sterling,  free  of  all 
"  burdens  and  deductions  whatever,  at  two  terms 
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in  the  year,  Whitsunday   and   Martinmas,   by        18S4. 

equal  portions,  with  42/.  sterling  of  penalty  for      ^^^^^^^ 
**  each  term's  failure  in  payment  of  the  said  annuity,  ». 

'<  and  the  legal  interest  of  the  said  annuity  from 
•*  tlie  respective  terms  of  payment  thereof  during  the 

non-payment  of  the  same ;  and  beginning  the  first 

term's  payment  of  the  said  annuity  at  the  first 
•  term  of  Whitsunday  or  Martinmas  next  after  the 

death  of  the  said  Sir  George  Warrender,  for  the 
"  half  year  preceding,  and  so  forth  half  yearly  and 

termly  thereafter  during  her  life.  And  for  fur- 
"  ther  security  and  more  sure  payment  to  the  said 

Anne  Boscawen  of  the  said  annuity,  the  said  Sir 
**  George  Warrender  binds  and  obliges  himself  and 

his  foresaids,  upon  his  own  charges,  legally  and 

sufficiently  to  infeft  and  seise  the  said  Anne 
**  Boscawen  in  the  said  annuity  of  420/1  sterling, 
"  free  of  all  burdens  and  deductions  whatever,  to 
"  be  uplifted  at  the  said  two  terms  in  the  year, 
"  Whitsunday  and  Martinmas,  by  equal  portions, 
«*  and  beginning  the.  first  term's  payment  thereof  at 
*«  the  first  of  these  terms  next  after  the  decease  of 
"  the  said  Sir  George  Warrender,  with  42/1  sterling 
"  of  penalty  for  each  term's  failure,  and  the  legal 
"  interest  of  the  said  annuity  from  the  respective 
"  terms  of  payment  thereof,  during  the  not.  pay- 
"  ment  of  the  same,  furth  of  all  and  whole,. the 

l^ds  and  farm  of  Goodspeed,  presently  occupied 

by  John  Tait,  as  tenant  thereof^  and  the  lands 
"  and  farm  of  My  reside,  presently  occupied  by 
"  Alexander  Sawei:s,  as  tenant  thereof,  with  the 
*<  teinds  of  the.  said  lands,  and  whole  parts,  pendi- 
«'  cles,  privilege9,  and  pertinents  of  the  same,  lying 
"  within  the  parish  of  Dunbar,  and  constabulary  of 
«  Haddington,  within  the  sheriffdom  of  Edinburgh, 
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1834.       *^  as  more  particularly  described  in  the  rights  and 
"  investitures  tliereof/' 
V,  This  deed  was  executed  according  to  the  forms  of 

the  law  of  Scotland.  It  contained  all  the  clauses 
customary  in  such  instruments.  There  was  a  clause 
empowering  the  defender  to  enter  into  poisession 
of  the  lands  in  the  event  of  the  jointure  not  being 
regularly  paid ;  an  assignation  to  the  maills  and 
duties,  precept  of  sasine,  &c. 

In  virtue  of  the  precept  of  sasine  contained  in 
this  antenuptial  contract,  the  defender  was  infeft 
in  the  lands  of  Lochend,  and  in  the  lands  of  Good- 
speed  and  others,  conform  to  instrument  of  sasine 
in  her  favour,  dated  the  17th,  and  registered  in  the 
particular  of  sasines  for  the  shire  of  Edinburgh, 
the  18th  day  of  December,  1810;  and  at  the 
date  of  the  suit  she  stood  infeft  in  those  lands. 

The  other  provisions  contained  in  the  marriage 
contract,  amounting  in  certain  events  to  80,000/., 
were  in  like  manner  secured  over  the  pursuer'g 
heritable  property  in  Scotland. 

The  marriage  took  place  in  October,  1810,  and 
immediately  afterwards  the  pursuer,  accompanied 
by  the  defender,  returned  to  Scotland,  where  they 
remained  till  the  month  of  May  following.  In  the 
following  spring  the  pursuer's  duties  as  member  of 
parliament  requiring  his  attendance  *  in  London, 
they  passed  a  few  months  at  a  hotel  there,  and 
immediately  aflerwards  returned  to  his  patwnal 
residence  at  Lochend,  where  they  remained  for  a 
considerable  time.  Aflerwards  the  pursuer  was 
prevented  from  continuing  to  pass  as  much  of  his 
time  as  formerly  in  Scotland,  by  accepting  a  seat, 
first  at  the  Board  of  Admiralty,  and  subsequendy 
at  the  Board  of  Control. 
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In  consequence  of  differences  which  took  place       1854. 
between  the  pursuer  and  defender,  it  was  proposed 

on  the  part  of  the  defender  and  her  relatives,  that v^ 

there  should  be  a  separation  between  them. 

In  18199  articles  of  agreement  were  executed, 
by  which  it  was  recited  that  they  had  agreed  to  live 
separate,  and  an  annuity  was  secured  to  the  wife 
so  long  as  she  should  continue  to  live  separate  from 
the  pursuer.      They  also  contained  a  condition, 
"  that  if  the  said  Sir  George  Warrender  shall  in  any 
*<  one  year,  be  obliged  to  pay,  and  shall  pay  any 
**  debt  or  debts  of  the  ssud  Dame  Anne  Warrender, 
*<  hereafter  contracted,  to  the  amount,  in  the  whole, 
**  of  upwards  of  1010/.,  then  and  thenceforth  the 
"  covenants  of  the  said  Sir  George  Warrender, 
*<  hereinbefore  contained,  shall  cease  and  be  void." 
It  was  further  provided  ^*  that,  if  the  said  Sir 
George  Warrender,  and  Dame  Anne  his  wife, 
shall  jointly  be  desirous  of  annulling  these  pre« 
sents,  and  the  agreements  and  provisions  therein 
**  contained,  and  shall  signify  such  desire  by  writing 
**  indorsed  on  these  presents,  or  on  a  duplicate 
*^  thereof  of  such  writing,  to  be  under  their  joint 
«  hands,  and  attested  by  two  credible  witnesses, 
*<  then  and  from  thenceforth  these  presents,  and 
^  every  article,  matter,  and  thing  herein  contained, 
*<  sh^l  ceasei  determine,  and  be  null  and  void,  any 
^  thing  herein  contained  to  the  contrary  notwith- 
^  standing/* 

The  deed  of  separation  did  not  contain  clauses 
ecnpowering  the  wife  to  reside  wherever  she  pleased, 
nor  debarring  the  husband  from  suing  for  restitu- 
tion of  conjugal  rights.  But  the  pursuer  gave 
to  the  defender's  brothers,  Lord  Falmouth  and  the 
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1834.      Honourable  Mr.  Boscawen,  the  following  letter: 
My  Lord  and  Sir, — Although  I  have  objected 
»•  "  to  have  any  clauses  inserted  in  the  articles  of 

**  separation  between  Lady  Warrender  and  myself, 
**  which  should  contain  a  permission  from  me  to 
"  her,  to  go  and  reside  where  she  pleases^  or  which 
should  preclude  me  from  suing  her  in  the  Eccle- 
siastical Court  for  restitution  of  conjugal  rights, 
"  I  hereby  pledge  myself  that  Lady  Warrender 
"  shall  be  at  liberty  during  our  separation,  to  go 
^*  and  reside  where  she  pleases,  and  that  I  will  not 
**  institute  any  suit  against  her  for  the  purpose 
"  above  mentioned.     I  am^'*  &c. 

After  the  separation  had  been  arranged  on  this 
footing,  the  Defender  went  to  the  Continent ;  and 
with  the  exception  of  a  few  months  when  she 
made  a  visit  to  London,  she  resided  sometimes  in 
France,  and  at  other  times  in  Switzerland  and 
Italy,  changing  her  place  of  abode  from  time  to 
time,  without  having  any  fixed  or  permanent 
residence. 

Circumstances  having  come  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  Pursuer  which  led  him  to  distrust  the 
conjugal  fidelity  of  the  Defender,  and  having 
evidence  that,  during  her  residence  in  France,  she 
had  been  guilty  of  an  adulterous  intercourse  with 
Luigi  Rabbitti,  a  music  master  in  Paris,  he  institu- 
ted an  action  of  divorce  in  the  Scotch  Courts. 

The  summons  was  served  against  the  Defender 
edictally,  in  common  form,  and  a  full  copy  of  it 
was  served  upon  her  personally  at  Versailles,  where 
she  happened  at  the  time  to  be  resident 

On  the  summons  being  called,  appearance  was 
entered  for  the  Defender,  who  lodged  defences 
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objecting  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the   Court,   and       1834- 
denying  the  charge  of  adultery.     These  defences 
not  being  deemed  satisfactory,  were  appointed  to    ^^^^^ 
be  amended. 

In  the  amended  pleading,  three  preliminary 
defences  were  urged:  1st,  that  the  Defender  is 
not  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  in 
respect  that  she  is  not  domiciled  in  this  country ; 
Sd,  that  the  citation  is  erroneous,  inasmuch  as  the 
Defender  ought  to  have  been  cited  at  the  Pursuer's 
residence ;  and,  3d,  that  the  marriage  having  been 
contracted  in  England,  can  only  be  dissolved  by 
the  authority  of  parliament. 

On  the  28th  of  June  1834  the  Judges  of  the 
Court  of  Session  pronounced  an  interlocutor,  by 
which  they  repelled  the  preliminary  defences.* 
The  Appeal  was  against  this  Judgment 
For  the  Appellant ;    the  Attorney-General  and 
Dr.  Addams. 

for  the  Respondent  j  Sir  W.  W.  Follett  and  Dr. 
Lushington. 

As  to  the  1st  objection,  the  Appellant  relied  on 
Brtmsdon  v.  Wallace  t,  Grant  v.  Pedie  $,  Pirie  v. 
Lunan  §,  Sharpe  v.  Orde^  and  the  maxim  Actor 
sequitvr  forum  rei ;  and  contended  that  the  deed 
of  separation  not  being  revocable  as  in  other  cases, 
repelled  the  fiction,  that  the  domicile  of  the  wife 
followed  that  of  the  husband :  that  Tovey  v.  hind* 
sey  II  was  a  decisive  authority  against  the  Respond- 
ents upon  the  first  objection. 

Upon  the  2d  objection,  the  Appellants  relied  on 
French  v.  Pitcher  ^. 

♦  12  Shaw  8c  D.  847.  t  ^ac.  Coll.  Feb.  1789. 

t  1  Wils.  &  Shaw,  716.  §^  Fac.  Coll.  March,  1796. 

II   1  Dow.  117.  &  MSS.  f  Fac.  Coll.  June,  1800. 
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1834.  Upon  the  3d  objection,  the  Appellants  relied  on 

EdiHonston  v.  Edmonston  *,   Forbes  v.   Forbes  t, 
»•  Levett  V.  Level tty  Lolley*s  case  §,  Bruce  v.  Bmce^ 

Beazley  v.  Beazley  ||,    M'  Carthy  v.   De  Caix  ^. 
In  Chancery  1813,  Moscombe  v.  M^Lelland^^. 
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On  the  part  of  the  Respondent  it  was  answered, 
as  to  the  1st  objection,  the  domicile  of  the  husband, 
is  the  domicile  of  the  wife,  Cod.  1.  10.  t.  39.  s.  9. 
Voet.  de  Coiifl.  leg.  t.  2.  s.  40.  and  1. 5.  T.  1.  s.  101. ; 
Stair  B.  1. 1.  4.  s.  9.,  French  v.  Pilcher^  anle^  Gosson 
V.  Blake  Fac.  Coll.  6th  July  1826,  Lauder  v. 
Vanghenly  27th  February  1692,  Gordon  v.  Eagles- 
graqfy  9th  June  1699,  Chichesler  v.  Donegal^  1  Add. 
Eccl.  Rep.  p.  19.,  Huber  de  confliclu  legum  s.  10., 
Robinson  v.  Bland,  1  W.  Blac.  234.  Burr.  IO77. 

Upon  the  effect  of  the  deed  of  separation,  the 
Respondent  cited  2  Roper's  H.  &  W.  285. :  that  a 
voluntary  separation  may  be  annulled  by  cohabit- 
ation or  suit  —  Flelcher  v.  FlelcJier,  2  Cox  99., 
Baleman  v.  Ross,  1  Dow.  235.  and  MSS.  penes 
Aul :  that  the  relation  can  only  be  dissolved  by 
decree  or  Act  of  Parliament,  Morlimer  v.  Morlmer^ 
2  Hagg.318.,  Kingv.  Sansom,  3  Add.  277.,  Beeb^ 
V.  Bee  by,  1  Hagg.  142.,  Sullivan  v.  Sullivan,  2  Add. 
299. :  that  Courts  of  Equity  are  scrupulous  in  the 
execution  of  deeds  of  separation,  Wilkes  v.  WWceSj 

2  Dick.  791.,  Legard  v.  Johnson^  Ves.  352.,  St. 
John  V.  St.  John,  1 1  Ves.  526.,  Worrall  v.  Jacobs 

3  Meriv.  256. :  so  Courts  of  Law,  Marshall  v. 
Rutlon,  8  T.  R.  546.,  Beard  v.  Webb,  2  Bos.  &  P. 
93. :  that  Tovey  v.  Li?idsay  turned  upon  a  doubt, 
whether  the  domicile  of  the  husband  was  not  in 

*  Ferg.  Cons.  Rep.  68.  f  Id.  168.  J  Id.  209. 

$  Fac.  Coll.  March,  1812.  and  Rusf.  &l  Ry.  C.  C  2S7. 

g  2  Bos.  &  P.  229.    f  3  Hagg.  639.     ••  Ferg.  Cons.  Rep. 
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England,  and  that  Pirie  v.  Lunan  and  Beazley  v.       18S4. 
Beazley  were  cases  of  domicile  foreign  to  Scotland. 

As  to  the  2d  objection,  they  argued  that  it  turned    ^^^^^ 
upon  the  law  of  citation,  which  was  regulated  by 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  120.  s.  53.,  and  the  act  of  sederunt ^ 
14th  Dec.  1805,  s.  1. 

As  to  the  3d  objection,  the  Respondent's  Counsel 
cited  the  cases  of  Edmonstone  v.  Edmonstone^ 
Butler  V.  Forbes^  Duntse  v.  Levity  and  Kibblewhite 
V.  Rowland^  in  1816.  Ferguson  on  Consistorial 
Law  p.  84.,  who  states  the  result  of  these  cases  as 
follows:  —  "According  to  these  precedents,  the 
**  municipal  law  of  Scotland  is  also  now  applied  by 
"  the  Consistorial  Judicature  in  all  cases  of  divorce, 
"  without  distinction,  whether  the  parties  are 
^«  foreign  or  domiciled  subjects  and  citizens  of  this 
"kingdom;  whether,  when  foreign,  the  law  of 
"  their  own  country  affords  the  same  remedy  or 
not,  and  whether  they  have  contracted  their 
marriage  within  this  realm  or  in  any  other ;  pro- 
vided only,  that  they  have  become  properly 
^amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  in  this Jbrum^  &c. 
'*  The  rule  has,  for  a  period  of  more  than  ten 
«*  years,  stood  as  fixed  by  them,  and  the  subsequent 
practice  has  furnished  additional  instances  of 
its  application.'* 

That  contracts  are  to  be  construed  by  the  law  of 
tlie  place  where  the  parties  intended  they  should 
be  carried  into  execution.*  Ilderton  v.  Ilderton  t, 
a  case  of  dower :  Anstruther  v.  Chalmers  t,  a  will : 
Brown  v.  Crawford  §,  Stevenson  v.  Stewart  ||, 
Watson  v.  Rent  on  ^,  Armour  v.  Campbell  •*. 

*  Pandect,  Lib.  21.  tit.    de   obligationibus   and   actionibus 
Huber  de  Compl.  leg.  s.  10.  ^ 

t  2  H.  Blac.  145.       t  2  Sim.  1.         §  Morr.Dict.  1587. 
IS  Id.  1518.  IT  Id.  4476.  ••  BeM's  Rep.  103. 
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1834.  They  also  cited  Blount  v.  Blount,  in  1801,  and 

pointed  out  that  the  cases  *  referred  to  were  all  de- 
!l'w«-.  cided  subsequently  to  the  decision  in  LoUey  v. 
Sugden,  and  that  the  soundness  of  the  decision  in 
laollejf^  case,  though  pronounced  by  the  Twelve 
Judges  in  England,  was  doubted  by  laord  EldoUy 
who  then  held  the  Seals,  and  that  those  doubts  had 
been  repeatedly  expressed  by  his  Lordship  in  subse- 
quent cases :  That  in  the  case  of  JRoss  v.  Rose^  de- 
cided in  the  House  of  Lords,  16th  July  1830,  Lord 
Eldon,  in  allusion  to  that  decision,  is  reported  to 
have  said,  "  The  Twelve  Judges  found,  that  the 
marriage  having  occurred  in  England,  the  divorce, 
a  vinculo  matrimonii  could  not  take  place,  but  by 
"  an  English  Act  of  Parliament ;  whether  that  is 
<<  right  or  wrong  I  shall  not  stop  to  discuss :"  That 
in  the  case  of  M^Arthy  v.  De  Caix  in  Chancery 
1831,  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  adverting  to  Lord 
Eldon^s  views  on  the  subject,  says,  "  he  took  a  note 
**  of  the  very  words  in  which  Lollet/*8  case  was  de- 
"  cided.  Lord  Eldon  had  that  before  him,  and  he 
**  followed  it  in  deciding  those  two  cases.  He 
"  might  have  expressed  some  doubt ;  I  don't  say 
"  that  he  did  not.  He  said,  I  think  we  shall  most 
"  likely  hear  more  of  it  afterwards ;  but  be  con- 
**  sidered  that  he  was  bound  by  it  to  the  extent  of 
"  following  it  in  those  cases.'* 
Sept.  1835.  Lord  Brougham.  —  Sir  George  Warrender,  a 
Scotch  baronet,  possessed  of  large  hereditary  estates 
in  Scotland,  —  born  and  educated  in  that  country, 
and  having  there  his  capital  mansion  where  he  re- 
sided the  greater  part  of  the  year,  except  when  he 

^  The  cases  are  collected  in  Ferg.  Consist.  Law  qud  suprd^ 
and  partly  stated  and  commented  on  by  Lord  Lyndhurst, 
posty  147.  e^  seq. 
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held  office,  or  was  attending  his  parliamentary  l8S4f. 
duties  in  England  —  interrmarried  in  London,  in 
1810,  with  the  daughter  of  the  Viscount  Falmouth,  _  » 
Anne  Boscawen,  who  was  born  and  educated  in 
England,  and  never  had  been  in  Scotland  previous 
to  the  marriage.  After  that  event,  she  was  twice 
there  with  her  husband,  but  subsequently  he  re- 
sided for  the  most  part  in  London,  to  discharge 
the  duties  of  Lord  of  the  Admiralty  and  Com- 
missioner  of  East  India  Affairs,  —  offices  which  he 
held  from  1812  to  1819,  inclusive.  In  the  latter 
year,  at  the  end  of  much  domestic  dissension,  a  se- 
paration was  determined  upon,  and  an  agreement 
executed  by  the  parties,  in  which,  after  setting  forth 
by  way  of  recital  only,  their  having  agreed  to  live 
separate,  Sir  George  binds  himself  to  allow  Dame 
Anne  Warrender  a  certain  annuity;  and  it  is  further 
agreed  that  the  agreement  shall  only  be  rescinded 
by  common  consent  and  in  a  certain  specified 
manner.  A  letter  was  written  by  Sir  George, 
bearing  equal  date  with  the  agreement,  and  ad- 
dressed to  the  trustees  under  the  marriage-settle- 
ment. In  this  he  states  that  he  had  refused  to 
insert  any  provision  for  her  being  allowed  to  live 
apart,  in  order  that  he  might  not  be  precluded 
from  suing,  if  he  chose,  for  restitution  of  conjugal 
rights,  but  also  stating  that  it  was  not  his  intention 
ever  to  do  so,  or  to  interfere  with  or  molest  her  in 
the  choice  of  a  residence.  The  marriage-settle- 
ment had  secured  her  a  jointure  upon  the  Scotch 
real  estates,  upon  which  fact  it  is  now  admitted 
that  nothing  can  turn,  except  that  it  may  serve 
the  better  to  show  the  connection  of  the  parties 
and  the  contract  with  Scotland. 

These  are  the  facts,  and  the  undisputed  facts  of 
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18S4..       this  case.      I   say  undisputed  ;    for  the  attempt 
WAEMNDE*    occasionally  made  in  the  course  of  the  Appellant's 
»•  argument  to  create  some  doubt  as  to  Sir  George 

Warrender's  Scotch  residence  and  domicile  cannot 
be  considered  as  persisted  in  with  such  a  degree  of 
firmness  or  uniformity  as  to  require  a  discussion 
and  a  decision  of  the  point  in  order  to  clear  the 
way  for  the  very  important  legal  question  which 
arises  upon  these  plain  and  undeniable  statements. 
In  1834,  after  the  parties  had  lived  separate  for 
fifteen  years,  Sir  George*s  residence  being,  during 
the  latter  part  of  the  time,  almost  constantly  on 
his  Scotch  estates,  and  Lady  Warrender's  varying 
from  one  country  to  another  —  a  few  months  in 
England,  generally   in   France,    and  occasionally 
in   Italy — Sir  George  brought   his   suit  in   the 
Court  of   Session  (exercising,  under  the  recent 
statute,  the  consistorial  jurisdiction  formerly  vested 
in  the   Commissaries),  for  divorce   by  reason   of 
adultery  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  his 
wife.      Lady  Warrender  took  preliminary  objec- 
tions to  the  competency  of  the  suit  under  three 
heads:    First,  that  the  summons  of  divorce  was 
not  served  on  her  at  her  husband's  residence  so  as 
to  give  her  a  regular  citation.     Secondly,  that  the 
Court  had  no  jurisdiction,  inasmuch  as  the  wife's 
domicile  was  no  longer  her  husband's  after  the 
separation.     Thirdly,  that  even  if  the  service  had 
been  regular,  and  the  two  domiciles  one  and  the 
same,  and  that  domicile  Scotland,   the  marriage 
having  been   contracted  in  England,  and  one  of 
the  parties  being  English,  no  sentence  of  a  Scotch 
Court   could   dissolve    the    contract.      To   these 
several  points  I  propose  to  address  myself  in  their 
order,  and  the Jirst  needs  not  detain  us  long. 
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1st.  For  it  is  clear  that  if  the  wife's  domicile  is       1834. 
not  in  Scotland,  her  being  cited  or  not  cited  at  the      ""^"^^^^ 
mansion  is  wholly  immaterial,  and  the  minor  ob-  v- 

jection  of  irregularity  merges  in  the  exception  to 
the  jurisdiction  ;  and  if  the  wife's  domicile  was  in 
Scotland,  it  must  be  her  husband's,  which,  indeed^ 
the  objection  supposes,  that  then  the  argument 
amounts  to  this,  that  Sir  George  should  have 
served  himself  with  a  notice  by  way  of  regularly 
serving  his  wife.  Surely  it  it  unnecessary  to  show 
that  such  a  proceeding  would  have  been  nugatory, 
not  to  say  ridiculous,  and  that  the  omission  if  it 
can  work  nothing  against  the  validity  of  the 
notice.  Lady  W.  had,  it  is  admitted  on  all  hands^ 
personal  service  and  full  notice  of  the  proceeding 
against  her,  nor  was  any  reliance  placed  upon  her 
domicile  in  contemplation  of  law  —  that  is  her 
husband's  domicile  —  being  sufficient  to  exclude 
the  necessity  of  bringing  notice  in  point  of  fact 
home  to  her.  If  the  preliminary  objection  to  the 
service  is  good  for  any  thing,  it  is  good  to  show 
that  the  Pursuer  might  have  served  a  notice  on 
her  whom  he  knew  to  be  some  hundreds  of  miles 
distant,  by  leaving  it  for  her  in  his  own  house,  and 
then  have  considered  this  as  good  and  sufficient 
service  without  personally  notifying  his  intended 
suit  to  her,  or  serving  her  with  the  summons 
which  he  had  filed.  We  may  therefore  come  at 
once  to  the  serious  and  more  substantial  exceptions 
taken  against  the  jurisdiction ;  the  first  of  which 
arises  upon  the  domicile  as  affected  by  the  articles 
of  separation. 

Sd.  It  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that,  in  the  ordi- 
nary case,  the  husband's  domicile  is  the  wife's  also  j 
that,  consequently,  had  Lady  Warrender  been  ei- 
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1854.       ther  residing  really  and  in  fact  with  her  husband, 
or  been  accidentally  absent  for  any  length  of  time, 
or  even  been  by  some  family  arrangement,  without 
more,  in  the  habit  of  never  going  to  Scotland, 
which  was  not  her  native  country,  while  he  lived 
generally  there,  no  question  could  have  been  raised 
upon  the  competency  of  the  action  as  excluded  by 
her  non-residence.     For  actual   residence  —  resi- 
dence in  point  of  fact  —  signifies  nothing  in  the 
case  of  a  married  woman,  and  shall  not,  in  ordi- 
nary circumstances,  be  set  up  against  the  presump- 
tion of  law,  that  she  resides  with  her  husband. 
Had  she  been  absent  for  her  health,  or  in  attend- 
ance upon  a  sick  relation,  or  for  economical  rea- 
sons, how  long  soever  this  separation  de  facto  might 
have  lastedi  her  domicile  could  never  have  been 
changed.     Nay,  had  the  parties  lived  in  different 
places  from  a  mutual  understanding  which  pre- 
vailed between  them,  the  case  would  still  be  the 
same.     The  law  could  take  no  notice  of  the  fact, 
but  must  proceed  upon  its  own  conclusive  presump- 
tion, and  hold  her  domiciled  where  she  ought  to 
be,  and  where,  in  all  ordinary  circumstances,  she 
would   be  —  with   her   husband.     Does  the  exe- 
cution of  a  formal  instrument  recognising^^such  an 
understanding  make  any  difference  in  the  case? 
This  is  all  we  have  here  ;  for  there  is  no  agreement 
to  live  separate.     The  "letter"  has  indeed  been 
imported  into  the  agreement,  and  argued  upon  as 
a  part  of  it.     Now,  not  to  mention  that  the  instru- 
ment in  which  parties  finally  state  their  intentions 
and  mutually  stipulate  and  bind  themselves,  is  al- 
ways to  be  regarded  as  their  only  contract ;  and 
that  no  separate  or  subsequent  agreement  is  to  be 
taken  into  the  account,   unless  it  contains  some 
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collateral  agreement  —  admitting  that  we  have  a       18S4. 
right  to  look  at  the  letter  at  all,  either  as  part  of    ,^^^^^^^^n 
one  transaction  with  the  agreement,  or  as  providing    _   j^ 
for  something  left  unsettled  in  the  principal  instru- 
ment, and  so  collateral  in  some  sort  to  the  contract 
itself,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  tenor  of  the  let- 
ter  aids  the  appellant's  contention.     For  the  letter 
sets  out  with  expressly  saying  that  Sir  George  has 
refused  to  insert  in  the  agreement  a  leave  to  live 
apart,  in  order  to  preclude  all  objection  against 
his  suing  for  restitution  of  conjugal  rights.     Is  not 
this  sufficient  to  deprive  the  letter  of  all  binding 
force  in  law,  whatever  else  it  may  contain  ?     In 
truth,  the  words   which   follow  this   preliminary 
statement  amount   only  to  an  honorary  pledge  in 
no  legal  view  obligatory,   even   had  they  stood 
alone ;  but,  taken  in  connection  with  the  preceding 
statement,  they  plainly  exclude  all  possibility  of 
construing  the  letter  as  a   legal   obligation.      It 
therefore  appears  impossible  to  consider  the  parties 
in  this  case  as  living  apart  under  a  contract  of  se- 
paration.    The  agreement,  by  its  obvious  construc- 
tion, only  imports  an  obligation  upon  Sir  G.  W. 
to  pay  so  much  a  year  to  Lady  W.  as  long  as  she 
should  live  apart  from  him.     But  let  us  suppose  it 
to  be  an  ordinary  deed  of  separation  ;  that  it  con- 
tained a  covenant  on  the  husband's  part  to  permit 
the  wife  to  live  apart  from  him,  and  to  choose  her 
own  residence  ;  and  let  us  consider  what  difference 
this  would  make,  and  whether  or  not  this  would  be 
sufficient  to  determine  the  legal  presumption  of  do- 
micile. 

First  of  all,  it  must  be  admitted  that,  even  if 
the  execution  of  such  a  deed  gave  the  wife  a 
power  of  choosing  a  residence^  and  if  that  resi* 
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dence  once  chosen  were  to  be  deemed  her  separate 
domicile,  still  this  would  only  give  her  a  power} 
and  unless  she  had  executed  the  power  by  choosing 
a  residence,  no  new  domicile  could  be  acquired  by 
her.  The  domicile  which  she  had  before  marriage 
was  for  ever  destroyed  by  that  change  in  her  con- 
dition. The  dissolution  of  the  marriage  by  divorce, 
or  by  the  husband's  decease,  never  could  remit 
her  to  her  original  or  maiden  domicile :  much  less 
could  this  be  affected  by  any  such  deed  as  we  are 
supposing  —  for  that,  by  the  utmost  possible  stretch 
of  the  supposition,  could  only  give  her  the  option 
of  taking  a  new  domicile,  other  than  her  hus- 
band's ;  and  until  she  did  exercise  this  option,  her 
married  or  marital  domicile  would  not  be  changed. 
Now  there  is  no  evidence  here  of  Lady  W.  having 
ever  acquired  any  domicile  after  1819,  other  than 
the  one  she  had  before  the  separation,  that  is  to 
say,  her  husband's ;  and  this  proof  clearly  lay  upon 
her,  for  she  sets  up  the  separation  to  exclude  the 
legal  presumption  that  she  is  domiciled  with  her 
husband;  and  the  separation  only  conveying  to 
her  a  power  of  choosing  a  domicile,  and  the  pro- 
duction of  the  articles  only  proving  that  power  to 
have  been  conferred  upon  her,  unless  she  goes 
further,  and  also  proves  the  exercise  of  the  power 
by  acquiring  a  new  domicile,  she  proves  nothing. 
She  only  shows,  and  all  the  ample  admissions  we 
are,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  making,  confess 
that  she  had  obtained  the  power  or  possibility  of 
gaining  a  domicile  either  than  her  husband's,  but 
not  at  all  that  she  had  actually  gained  such  se- 
parate domicile.  The  evidence  in  the  cause  is 
nothing  to  this  purpose.  It  is,  indeed,  rather 
against  than  for  the  Appellant's  argument;   it 
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rather  shows  that  she  had  done  nothing  like  gain-  1834. 
ing  a  new  domicile,  for  she  was  Hving  chiefly 
abroad,  and  in  different  places.  But  theix;  is  at 
any  rate  no  evidence  in  the  cause  of  her  acquiring 
a  separate  domicile,  and  the  proof  lying  upon  her, 
it  follows  that,  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  present 
question,  her  husband's  Scotch  domicile  is  her 
own.  But  suppose  we  pass  over  this  fundamental 
difficulty  in  her  case,  and  which  appears  to  me  de-- 
cisive  of  the  exception  with  which  I  am  now 
dealing,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  nothing  in 
the  separation,  supposing  it  had  been  ever  so  for- 
mal, and  ever  so  full  in  its  provisions,  which  can 
by  law  displace  the  presumption  of  domicile  raised 
by  the  marriage,  and  subsisting  in  full  force  as 
long  as  the  marriage  endures. 

A  party  relying  on  the  lex  lopi  contractus^  in 
construing  the  import  and  tracing  the  consequences 
of  the  marriage-contract,  cannot  well  be  heard  to 
deny  that  the  same  lex  loci  must  regulate  the  con- 
struction and  the  consequences  of  any  deed  of 
separation  between  the  married  pair.     Nor  do  I 
understand  the  Appellant  as  repudiating  the  En- 
glish law  as  to  the  import  of  the  separation  in  this 
case.    Then  what  is  the  legal  value  or  force  of  this 
kind  of  agreement  in  our  law  ?     Absolutely  none 
whatever-^ in  any  Court  whatever  —  for  any  pur- 
pose whatever,  save  and  except  one  only  —  the 
obligation  contracted  by  the  husband  with  trustees 
to  pay  certain  sums  to  the  wife,  the  cesttd  que  trust. 
In  no  other  point  of  view  is  any  effect  given  by 
our  jurisprudence,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  to 
such  a  contract     No  damages  can  be  recovered 
for  its   breach  —  no  specific  performance  of  its 
articles  can  be  decreed.    No  Court,  civil  or  con- 
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183^.  sistorial,  can  take  notice  of  its  existence.  So  far 
J][]^]^^j^  has  the  legal  presumption  of  cohabitation  been 
' ..  .  carried  by  the  common  law  courts,  that  the  most 
formal  separation  can  only  be  given  in  mitigatioD 
of  damages,  and  not  at  all  as  an  answer  to  aa 
action  for  criminal  conversation,  the  ground  of 
which  is  the  alleged  loss  of  comfort  in  the  wife's 
society ;  and  all  the  evidence  that  can  be  adduced 
of  the  fact  of  living  apart,  and  all  the  instruments 
that  can  be  produced  binding  the  husband  to  suffer 
the  separate  residence  of  his  wife  —  nay,  even 
where  he  has  for  himself  stipulated  for  her  living 
apart,  and  laid  her  under  conditions  that  she  should 
never  come  near  him  —  all  is  utterly  insufficient 
to  repel  the  claim  which  he  makes  for  the  loss  of 
her  society  without  doing  any  act  either  in  court 
or  in  pais,  to  determine  the  separation  or  annul  the 
agreement.  In  other  words,  no  fact  and  no  con?^ 
tract,  no  matter  in  pais  and  no  deed  executed,  can 
rebut  the  overruling  presumption  of  the  law  that 
the  married  persons  live  together,  or,  which  is  the 
same  thing,  that  they  have  one  residence —•  one 
domicile.  In  the  contemplation  of  the  common 
law,  then,  they  live  together  and  have  the  same 
domicile.  That  the  Consistorial  Courts  regard  the 
matter  in  the  same  light  is  manifest  from  the  strota^ 
decision  given  upon  the  3  and  4  Geo.  4.,  as  applir 
cable  to  a  case  where  the  parties  had  never  been  near 
one  another  for  ten  years  before  it  passed;  yet 
this  case  was  held  within  the  provision  of  the  stdu- 
tute  which  gives  the  benefit  of  confirmation  of  the 
marriage  to  all  parties  who  have  been  living  t<^e- 
ther  at  and  before  the  passing  of  the  act.  But  we 
need  not  resort  to  such  extreme  cases,  or  seek 
support  from  such  strong  decisions.   It  is  admitted 
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on  all  hands,  that  the  Consistorial  Courts  never  issi. 
regard  a  separation,  how  formal  soever,  as  of  any 
avail  at  all  against  either  party,  nor  require  any 
person  suing  for  his  rights  under  the  marriage,  and 
standing  on  the  marriage,  to  do  any  act  for  annul- 
ling the  separation.  £ither  party  has  a  clear  and 
undenied  right  to  pass  it  by  entirely,  and  proceed, 
whether  in  bringing  or  in  defending  a  suit,  exactly 
as  if  the  separation  articles  had  no  existence. 

Third.  We  are  therefore,  in  every  view  that  cart 
be  taken  of  the  question,  bound  to  regard  Lady 
Warrender's  domicile  as  identical  with  her  hus- 
band^s,  and  thus  the  case  becomes  divested  of  all 
special  circumstances,  and  is  that  of  a  marriage 
had  in  England  between  a  domiciled  Scotchman 
and  an  English  woman,  sought  to  be  dissolved  by 
reason  of  the  wife's  adultery,  through  a  suit  in  the 
Courts  in  Scotland,  the  residence  or  domicile  of 
the  husband  being  bond  fide  Scotch ;  and  as  the 
determination  at  which  we  have  arrived  upon  the 
question  of  domicile  makes  the  forvm  originus  of 
the  wife  quite  immaterial,  the  question  is  in  truth 
the  general  one,  whether  or  not  a  Scotch  divorce 
can  dissolve  a  marriage  contracted  by  a  domiciled 
Scotchman  in  England,  the  parties  to  that  marriage 
being  bond  fide  and  not  coUusively  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  suit,  domiciled  in  Scotland.  The 
importance  of  this  question  to  the  parties,  and, 
considering  the  constant  and  fortunate  intercourse 
between  the  two  countries,  to  the  law  which  governs 
each,  cannot  be  denied ;  at  the  same  time  it  is  of 
considerablv  less  interest  than  it  would  have  been 
had  the  domicile  not  been  bond  fide  Scotch,  because 
then  the  more  absolute  question  would  have  been 
raised  as  to  the  validity  of  a  Scotch  divorce  gene- 
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1884.  rally,  to  dissolve  an  English  marriage.  Possibly 
the  decisions  upon  the  validity  of  Scotch  marriages 
»•  ^  generally  and  without  regard  to  the  fraud  upon 
the  English  law,  practised  by  the  parties  to  them» 
may  seem  to  make  the  distinction  to  which  I  have 
just  adverted  less  material  and  substantial ;  never* 
theless  I  think  it  right  and  convenient  to  make  it, 
and  to  keep  it  in  view. 

The  general  principle  is  denied  by  no  one  that 
the  lex  loci  is  to  be  the  governing  rule  in  deciding 
upon  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  all  personal  cof^ 
tracts^  This  is  sometimes  expressed,  and  I  take 
leave  to  say  inaccurately  expressed,  by  saying  that 
there  is  a  comitas  shown  by  the  tribunals  of  one 
country  towards  the  laws  of  the  other  country. 
Such  a  thing  as  comitas  or  courtesy  may  be  said  to 
exist  in  certain  cases,  as  where  the  French  Courts 
inquire  how  our  law  would  deal  with  a  Frenchman 
in  similar  or  parallel  circumstances,  and  upon 
proof  of  it,  so  deal  with  an  Englishman  in  those 
circumstances.  This  is  truly  a  comitas,  and  can 
be  explained  upon  no  other  ground ;  and  I  must 
be  permitted  to  say,  with  all  respect  for  the  usage^ 
it  is  not  easily  reconcileable  to  any  sound  reason. 
But  when  the  Courts  of  one  country  consider  the 
laws  of  another  in  which  any  contract  has  been 
made,  or  is  alleged  to  have  been  made,  in  con* 
struing  its  meaning,  or  ascertaining  its  existence,^ 
they  can  hardly  be  said  to  act  from  courtesy,  eJt 
comitate,  for  it  is  of  the  essence  of  the  subject 
matter  to  ascertain  the  meaning  of  the  parties,  and 
that  they  did  solemnly  bind  themselves  ;  and  it  is 
clear  that  you  must  presume  them  to  have  intended 
what  the  law  of  the  country  sanctions  or  supposes ; 
and  equally  clear  that  their  adopting  the  forma  and 
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solemnities  which  that  Hvf  prescribes,  shows  their       1834. 
intention  to  bind  themselves,  nay  more,  is  the  only    ^^^^|^ 
safe  criterion  of  their  having  entertained  such  an  ^ 

intention.  Therefore  the  Courts  of  the  country 
where  the  question  arises,  resort  to  the  law  of  the 
country  where  the  contract  was  made,  not  ea 
comitate^  but  ej;  debito  jtisiitue ;  and  in  order  to 
explicate  their  own  jurisdiction  by  discovering  that 
which  they  are  in  quest  of,  and  which  alone  they 
are  in  quest  ot\  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the 
parties. 

But  whatever  may  be  the  foundation  of  the  prin-» 
ciple,  its  acceptance  in  all  systems  of  jurisprudence 
is  unquestionable.  Thus,  a  marriage  good  by  the 
laws  of  one  country,  is  held  good  in  all  others 
where  the  question  of  its  validity  may  arise.  Fot 
why  ?  The  question  always  must  be.  Did  the  parties 
intend  to  contract  marriage?  And  if  they  did 
what  in  the  place  they  were  in  is  deemed  a  mar« 
riage,  they  cannot  reasonably,  or  sensibly,  or  safely, 
be  considered  otherwise  than  as  intending  a  mar-» 
riage  conti*act  The  laws  of  each  nation  lay  down 
the  forms  and  solemnities,  a  compliance  with 
which  shall  be  deemed  the  only  criterion  of  the 
intention  to  enter  into  the  contract  If  those 
laws  annex  certain  qualifications  to  parties  circum-^ 
stanced  in  a  particular  way,  or  if  they  impose  cer- 
tain conditions  precedent  on  certain  parties,  this 
£Eills  exactly  within  the  same  rule ;  for  the  pre- 
sumption of  law  is  in  the  one  case,  that  the  parties 
are  absolutely  incapable  of  the  consent  required  to 
make  the  contract,and  in  the  other  case,  that  they 
are  incapable  until  they  have  complied  with  the 
conditions  imposed.  I  shall  only  stop  here  to 
remark,  that  the  ^^nglish  jurisprudence,   while  it 
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1834.  adopts  this  principle  in  words,  would  not  perhaps, 
in  certain  cases  which  may  be  put,  be  found  very 
tw^..  willing  to  act  upon  it  throughout  Thus,  we 
should  expect  that  the  Spanish  and  Portuguese 
Courts  would  hold  an  English  marriage  avoidable 
between  uncle  and  niece,  or  brother  and  sister-in- 
law,  though  solemnized  under  papal  dispensation, 
because  it  would  clearly  be  avoidable  in  this  coiui- 
try.  But  I  strongly  incline  to  think  that  otfr 
Courts  would  refuse  to  sanction,  and  would  avokl 
by  sentence,  a  marriage  between  those  relative 
contracted  in  the  Peninsula,  under  dispensation, 
although  beyond  all  doubt  such  a  marriage  would 
there  be  valid  by  the  lea^  loci  contracttis^  and  ioca- 
pable  of  being  set  aside  by  any  proceedings  in  that 
country. 

But  the  rule  extends,  I  apprehend,  no  further 
than  to  the  ascertaining  of  the  validity  of  the  con- 
tract, and  the  meaning  of  the  parties,  that  is,  the 
existence  of  the  contract  and  its  construction.  If 
indeed  there  go  two  things  under  one  and  the 
same  name  in  different  countries  —  if  that  which  is 
called  marriage  is  of  a  different  nature  in  each  ~- 
there  may  be  some  room  for  holding  that  we  are  (• 
consider  the  thing  to  which  the  parties  have  bouod 
themselves,  according  to  its  legal  acceptation,  ia 
the  country  where  the  obligation  was  contracted! 
But  marriage  is  one  and  the  same  thing  substan^ 
tially  all  the  Christian  world  over.  Our  whoL^  Uiw 
of  marriage  assumes  this;  and  it  is  important  |(i 
observe,  that  we  regard  it  as  a  wholly  differes)t 
thing,  a  different  status^  from  Turkish  or  oth#r 
marriages  among  infidel  nations,  because  we  clearly 
never  should  recognise  the  plurality  of  wives^  and 
consequent  validity  of  second  marriages  sta^dii^ 
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the  first,  which  second  marriages  the  laws  of  those  .  1884. 
countries  authorise  and  validate.  This  cannot  be  C^^^ek 
put  upon  any  rational  ground,  except  our  holding  ^^^^;^ 
the  infidel  marriage  to  be  something  different  from 
the  Christian,  and  our  also  holding  Christian  marri- 
sge  to  be  the  same  every  where.  Therefore  all  that 
the  Courts  of  one  country  have  to  determine  is, 
^whether  or  not  the  thing  called  marriage,  that 
known  relation  of  persons,  that  relation  which  those 
Courts  are  acquainted  with,  and  know  how  to  deal 
with,  has  been  validly  contracted  in  the  other  coun- 
try where  the  parties  professed  to  bind  themselves. 
If  the  question  is  answered  in  the  affirmative,  a 
marriage  has  been  had  ;  the  relation  has  been  con- 
stituted ;  and  those  Courts  will  deal  with  the  rights 
of  the  parties  under  it  according  to  the  principles 
of  the  municipal  law  which  they  administer. 

But  it  is  said  that  what  is  called  the  essence  of 
the  contract  must  also  be  judged  of  according  to 
the  ks  loci  ;  and  as  this  is  a  somewhat  vague,  and 
for  its  vagueness,  a  somewhat  suspicious  proposi- 
tion, it  is  rendered  more  certain  by  adding,  that 
dissolubility  or  indissolubility  is  of  the  essence  of 
the  contract.  Now  I  take  this  to  be  really  petitio 
frincipii.  It  is  putting  the  very  question  under 
discussion  into  another  form  of  words,  and  giving 
the  answer  in  one  way.  .  There  are  many  other 
things  which  may  just  as  well  be  reckoned  of  the 
essienceas  this.  If  it  is  said  that  the  parties  marry- 
ing  in  England  must  be  taken  all  the  world  over  to 
have  bound  themselves  to  live  until  death,  or  an 
Act  of  Parliament  them  "  do  part  j  "  why  shall  it 
not  also  be  said  that  they  have  bound  themselves 
to  live  together  on  such  terms,  and  with  such  mu- 
tual personal  rights  and  duties  as  the  English  law 
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1834.       recognises  and  enforces  ?     Those  rights  and  dutiea 
are  just  as  much  of  the  essence  as  dissolubiUty  or 
V.  indissolubility  ;  and  yet  all  admit,  all  must  adinit;i^ 

that  persons  married  in  England  and  settled  la 
Scotland  will  be  entitled  only  to  the  personal 
rights  which  the  Scotch  law  sanctions,  and  will 
only  be  liable  to  perform  the  duties  which  the 
Scotch  law  imposes.  Indeed  if  we  are  to  regard 
the  nature  of  the  contract  in  this  respect  as  defined 
by  the  lea:  locij  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  we  may  not 
import  from  Turkey  into  England  a  marriage  of 
such  a  nature  as  that  it  is  capable  of  being  followed 
by  and  subsisting  with  another,  polygamy  being 
there  of  the  essence  of  the  contract. 

The  fallacy  of  the  argument,  "  that  indissolubi- 
"  lity  is  of  the  essence,"  appears  plainly  to  be  this  ; 
it  confounds  incidents  with  essence ;  it  makes  the 
rights  under  a  contract  or  flowing  from  and  arising 
out  of  it,  parcel  of  the  contract ;  it  makes  the 
mode  in  which  judicatures  deal  with  those  rights^ 
and  with  the  contract  itself,  part  of  the  contract ; 
instead  of  considering,  as  in  all  soundness  of  prin* 
ciple  we  ought,  that  the  contract  and  all  its  inci- 
dents, and  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  it,  and  the 
wrongs  committed  by  them  respecting  it,  must  be 
dealt  with  by  the  Courts  of  the  country  where  the 
parties  reside,  and  where  the  contract  is  to  be  car- 
ried into  execution. 

But  at  all  events  this  is  clear,  and  it  seem9 
decisive  of  the  point,  that  if  on  some  such  grouod 
as  this  a  marriage  indissoluble  by  the  Ua:  loci  is  to 
be  held  indissoluble  everywhere,  so  conversely,  a 
marriage  dissoluble,  by  the  lea:  loci  must  be  held 
everywhere  dissoluble.  The  one  proposition  i?  in 
truth  identical  with  the  other.      Now   it   woul^ 
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follow  from  hence,  or  rather  it  is  the  same  1834. 
proposition,  that  a  marriage  contracted  in  Scotland 
where  it  is  dissoluble  by  reason  of  adultcfry,  or  of 
non-adherence,  is  dissoluble  in  England,  and  that 
at  the  suit  of  either  party.  Therefore  a  wife 
married  in  Scotland  might  sue  her  husband  in  our 
courts  for  adultery,  or  for  absenting  himself  four 
years,  and  ought  to  obtain  a  divorce  a  vinculo 
matrimonii.  Nay,  if  the  marriage  had  been  solem- 
nized in  Prussia,  either  party  might  obtain  a 
divorce  on  the  ground  of  incompatibility  of  temper ; 
and  if  it  had  been  solemnized  in  France  during  the 
earlier  period  of  the  revolution,  the  mere  consent 
of  the  parties  ought  to  suffice  for  dissolving  it 
here.  Indeed  another  consequence  would  follow 
from  this  doctrine  of  confounding  with  the  nature 
of  the  contract  that  which  is  only  a  matter  touching 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts,  and  their  power  of 
dealing  with  the  rights  and  duties  of  the  parties  to 
it.  If  there  were  a  country  in  which  marriage 
could  be  dissolved  without  any  judicial  proceeding 
at  all,  merely  by  the  parties  agreeing  in  pais  to 
separate,  every  other  country  ought  to  sanction  a 
separation  had  in  pais  there,  and  uphold  a  second 
marriage  contracted  after  such  a  separation.  It 
may  safely  be  asserted  that  so  absurd  a  proposition 
never  could  for  a  moment  be  entertained ;  and  yet 
it  is  not  like,  but  identical  with  the  proposition 
iijion  which  the  main  body  of  the  Appellant's 
argument  rests,  that  the  question  of  indissoluble  or 
dissoluble  must  be  decided  in  all  cases  by  the  lej: 

Ibci^ 

'  '  Hitherto  we  have  been  considering  the  contract 
as  to  its  nature  and  solemnities,  and  examining  how 
far,  being  English,  and  entered  into  with  reference 
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1884.        only  to  England,  it  could  be  dissolved  by  a  Scotch 
sentence   of  divorce.      But  the   circumstance  of 
^'  parties    belonging   to  one    country   marrying  in 

another  (which  is  the  case  at  bar),  presents  the 
question  in  another  light.  In  personal  contracts 
much  depends  upon  the  parties  having  regard  to 
the  country  where  it  is  to  be  acted  under,  and  to 
receive  its  execution  —  upon  their  making  the 
contract,  with  a  view  to  its  execution  in  that 
country.  The  marriage-contract  is  emphatically 
one  which  parties  make  with  an  immediate  view 
to  the  usual  place  of  their  residence.  An  English- 
man marrying  in  Turkey  contracts  a  marriage  of 
an  English  kind,  that  is,  excluding  plurality  of 
wives,  because  he  is  an  Englishman  and  only 
residing  in  Turkey  and  under  the  Mahometan  law 
accidentally  and  temporarily,  and  because  he 
marries  with  a  view  of  being  a  married  man  and 
having  a  wife  in  England,  and  for  English 
purposes;  consequently  the  incidents  and  effects, 
nay  the  very  nature  and  essence  (to  use  the 
language  of  the  Appellant's  argument)  must  be 
ascertained  by  the  English,  and  not  by  the  Turkish 
law.  So  of  an  Englishman  marrying  in  Prussia, 
where  incompatible  temper,  that  is  disagreement, 
may  dissolve  the  contract.  As  he  marries  with  a 
view  to  English  domicile,  his  contract  will  be 
judged  by  English  law,  and  he  cannot  apply  for  a 
divorce  here,  upon  the  ground  of  incompatible 
tempers.  In  like  manner  a  domiciled  Scotchman 
may  be  said  to  contract  not  an  English  but  a 
Scotch  marriage,  though  the  consent  wherein  it 
consists  may  be  testified  by  English  solemnities. 
The  Scotch  parties  looking  to  residence  and  rights 
in  Scotland,  may  be  held  to  regard  the  nature  and 
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incidents  and  consequences  of  the  contract  accord-  ^834. 
ing  to  the  law  of  that  country,  their  home ;  a  ^AmiBNOTa 
connection  formed  for  cohabitation  for  mutual  "• 
comfort,  protection,  and  endearment,  appears  to 
be  a  contract  having  a  most  peculiar  reference  to 
the  contemplated  residence  of  the  wedded  pair ; 
the  home  where  they  are  to  fulfil  their  mutual 
promises  and  perform  those  duties  which  were  the 
objects  of  the  union ;  in  a  word  their  domicile ; 
the  place  so  beautifully  described  by  the  civilian  — 
"  locus  ubi  quisque  larem  suum  posuit  sedemquefor- 
"  tunarum  suarum^  unde  cum  prcjficiscitur  peregru 
**  nare  videtur^  quo  cum  revert ilur  redire  domumJ^ 
It  certainly  may  well  be  urged,  both  with  a  view 
to  the  general  question  of  lex  loci,  and  especially 
in  answering  the  argument  of  the  alleged  essential 
quality  of  indissolubility,  that  the  parties  to  a 
contract  like  this  must  be  held  emphatically  to 
enter  into  it  with  a  reference  to  their  own  domicile 
and  its  laws  ;  that  the  contract  assumes,  as  it  were, 
a  local  aspect,  but  that  at  any  rate,  if  we  infer  the 
nature  of  any  mutual  obligation  from  the  presumed 
intentions  of  the  parties,  and  if  we  presume  those 
intentions  from  supposing  that  the  parties  had  a 
particular  system  of  laws  in  their  eye  (the  only 
foundalion  of  the  argument  for  the  Appellant), 
there  is  fully  more  reason  to  suppose  they  had  the 
law  of  their  own  home  in  their  view,  where  they 
purposed  to  live,  than  the  law  of  the  stranger, 
under  which  they  happened  for  the  moment  to  be. 
Suppose  we  take  now  another  but  a  very  obvious 
and  intelligible  view  of  the  subject,  and  regard 
the  divorce  not  as  a  remedy  given  to  the  injured 
party  by  freeing  him  from  the  chain  that  binds 
him  to  a  guilty  partner,  but  as  a  punishment  in- 
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1834-.  flicted  upon  crime,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 
its  repetition,  and  thus  keeping  public  morals  pure* 
»•  __  The  language  of  the  Scotch  acts  plainly  counte* 
nances  this  view  of  the  matter,  and  we  may  observe 
how  strongly  it  bears  upon  the  present  question; 
No  one  can  doubt  that  every  state  has  the  right  to 
visit  offences  with  such  penalties  as  to  its  legiftiative 
wisdom  shall  seem  meet.  At  one  time  adultery 
was  punishable  capitally  in  England;  it  is  so  id 
certain  cases  still  by  the  letter  of  the  Scotch  lawj 
Whoever  committed  it  must  have  suffered  that 
punishment  had  the  law  been  enforced,  dnd  withi 
out  regard  to  the  marriage  of  which  he  had  vio^ 
lated  the  duties  having  been  contracted  abroad. 
Indeed  in  executing  such  statutes,  no  one  evet 
heard  of  a  (Question  being  raised  as  to  where  the 
contract  had  been  made.  Suppose  again  that  the 
proposition  frequently  made  in  modem  times  were 
adopted,  and  adultery  were  declared  to  be  a  niis^ 
demeanour,  could  any  one  tried  for  it  either  here 
or  in  Scotland  set  up  in  his  defence,  that  to  the 
law  of  the  country  where  he  was  married  there 
was  no  such  offence  known  ?  In  like  manner  if  a 
disruption  of  the  marriage  tie  is  the  punishment 
denounced  against  the  adulterer  for  disregarding 
its  duties,  no  one  can  pretend  that  the  tie  h&ng 
declared  indissoluble  by  the  laws  of  the  country 
where  it  was  knit,  could  afford  the  least  defeoi^ 
against  the  execution  of  the  law  declaring  its  dis- 
solution to  be  the  penalty  of  the  crime.  -  Whoever 
maintains  that  the  Scotch  Courts  are  to  take  cogoL- 
zance  of  the  English  law  of  indissolubility  wbeo 
called  upon  to  inflict  the  penalty  of  divorce,  must 
likewise  be  prepared  to  hold  that,  in  punishing  any 
other  offence,  the  same  Courts  are  to  regard  ihe 
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laws  of  the  state  where  the  culprit  was  born,  or  i83k 
where  part  of  the  transaction  j>assed;  that,  for 
example,  a  forgery  being  committed  on  a  foreign 
bill  of  exchange,  the  punishment  awarded  by  the 
foreign  law  is  to  regulate  the  visitation  of  the  of- 
fence under  the  law  of  Scotland.  It  may  safely 
be  asserted,  that  no  instance  whatever  can  be  given 
of  the  criminal  law  of  any  country  being  made  to 
bend  to  that  of  any  other  in  any  part  of  its  ad  mi- 
nistration.  When  the  Roman  citizen  carried 
abroad  with  him  his  rights  of  citizenship,  and 
boasted  that  he  could  plead  in  all  the  Courts  of 
the  world  ^^civis  Romanus  suniy**  his  boast  was 
founded  not  on  any  legal  principle,  but  upon  the 
fact  that  his  barbarian  countrymen  had  overrun  the 
world  with  their  arms,  reduced  all  laws  to  silence, 
and  annihilated  the  independence  of  foreign  legis- 
latures. Their  orators  regarded  this  very  plea  as 
the  badge  of  universal  slavery  which  their  warriors 
had  fixed  upon  mankind.  But  if  any  foreigner 
had  come  to  Rome,  and  committed  a  crime  pu- 
nishable with  loss  of  civil  rights,  he  would  in  vain 
have  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  capitis  diminulioy  that 
citizenship  was  indelible  and  indestructible  in  the 
country  of  his  birth.  The  lea:  loci  must  needs 
govern  all  criminal  jurisdiction,  from  the  nature  of 
the  thing  and  the  purpose  of  that  jurisdiction. 
How  then  can  we  say  that  when  the  Scotch  law 
pronounces  the  dissolution  of  a  marriage  to  be  the 
punishment  of  adultery,  the  Scotch  Courts  can  be 
justified  in  importing  an  exception  in  favour  of 
those  who  had  contracted  an  English  marriage; 
an  exception  created  by  the  English  law  and  to  the 
Scotch  law  unknown  ? 

But  it  may  be  said  that  the  ofience  being  com- 
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ia34r.  mitted  abroad,  and  not  within  the  Scotch  tQrrkofy« 
prevents  the  application  to  it  of  the  Scotch  criroiaal 
law.  To  this  it  may  however  be  answered,  that 
where  a  person  has  his  domicile  in  a  given  country^ 
the  laws  of  that  country  to  which  he  owes  allegi^ 
aiice  may  visit  even  criminally  offences  committed 
by  him  out  of  its  territory.  Of  this  we  have  many 
instances  in  our  own  jurisprudence*  Murder  aod 
ti^eason  committed  by  Englishmen  abroail  ai^ 
triable  in  England  and  punishable  here.  Nay,  hj 
the  bill  which  I  introduced  in  1811,  and  which  >is 
constantly  acted  upon,  British  subjects  are  liable 
to  be  convicted  of  felony  for  slave-trading  in  wlial> 
ever  part  of  the  world  committed  by  them*  It 
would  no  doubt  be  going  far  to  hold  the  wi£i^ 
criminally  answerable  to  the  law  of  Scotland  in 
respect  of  her  legal  domicile  being  Scotch,  But 
we  are  here  not  so  mutch  arguing  to  the  merits  of 
this  case,  which  has  abundant  other  ground  to  re^ 
upon,  as  to  the  general  principle  ;  and  at  any  rate 
the  argument  would  apply  to  the  case  most  fre- 
quently mooted,  of  English  married  parties  living 
temporarily  in  Scotland,  and  adultery  being  thece 
committed  by  one  of  them.  To  such  a  state  of 
facts  the  whole  argument  now  adduced  is  applica- 
ble in  its  full  force  ;  and  without  admitting  that 
application,  I  do  not  well  see  how  we  can  hold 
that  the  Scotch  legislature  ever  possessed  that  su^ 
preme  power  which  is  absolutely  essential  to  the 
very  nature  and  existence  of  a  legislature.  If  we 
deny  this  application,  we  truly  admit  that  the 
Scottish  Parliament  had  no  right  to  punish  the 
offence  of  adultery  by  the  penalty  of  divorce. 
Nay,  we  hold  that  English  parties  had  a  right  to 
violate   the  Scotch  criminal  law  with  perfect  im- 
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punity  in  one  essential  particular ;  for  suppose  no 
Other  penalty  had  been  provided  by  the  Scotch 
law  except  divorce,  all  English  offenders  against 
that  law  must  go  unpunished.    Nay,  worse  still,  all 
Scotch  parties  who  chose  to  avoid  the  punishment 
had  only  to  marry  in  England,  and  then  the  law, 
the  criminal  law,  of  their  own  country  became  in- 
operative.    The  gross  absurdity  of  this  strikes  me 
as  bearing  directly  upon  the  argument,  and   as 
greater  than  that  of  any  consequences  which  I  re- 
member to  have  seen  deduced  from  almost  any 
disputed  position.     It  may  further  be  remarked, 
that  this  argument  applies  equally  to  the  case,  if 
we  admit  that  the  Scotch  divorce  is  invalid  out  of 
Scotland,  and  consequently  that  it  stands  well  with 
even  the  principles  of  Lolley's  case. 

In  order  to  dispose  of  the  present  question,  it  is 
not  at  all  necessary  on  the  one  side,  to  support,  or  on 
the  other  to  impeach,  the  authority  of  Lolley's  case, 
or  of  any  other  which  may  have  been  determined 
in  England  upon  that  authority.     This  ought  to 
be  steadily  borne  in  mind.     The  resolution  in 
LfOlIey's  case  was  that  an  English  marriage  could 
not  be  dissolved  by  any  proceeding  in  the  Courts 
of  any  other  country,  for  English  purposes ;   in 
other  words,  that  the  Courts  of  this  country  will 
not  recognise  the  validity  of  Scotch  divorce,  but 
will  hold  the  divorced  wife  dowable  of  an  English 
estate,  the  divorced  husband  tenant  thereof  by  the 
courtesy,  and  either  party  guilty  of  felony  by  con- 
tracting a  second  marriage  in  England.      Upon 
the  force  and  effect  of  such  divorce  in  Scotland, 
and  for  Scotch  purposes,  the  Judges  gave,  and  in- 
deed could  give,  no  opinion  ;  and  as  there  would 
be  nothing  legally  impossible  in  a  marriage  being 
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1834.       good  in  one  country  which  was  prohibited  by  the 
law  of  another ;  so  if  the  conflict  of  the  Scotch 
and  English  law  be  complete  and  irreconcileable, 
there  is  nothing  legally  impossible  in  a  divorce 
being  valid  in  the  one  country  which  the  Courts 
of  the  other  may  hold  to  be  a  nullity.    Lolley's  case 
therefore  cannot  be  held  to  decide  the  present, 
perhaps  not  even  to  affect  it  in  principle.      In 
another  point  of  view  it  is  inapplicable;  for,  though 
the    decision  was  not  put  upon  any  special  cir- 
cumstance, yet  in  fairly  considering  its  application, 
we  cannot  lay  out  of  view  that  the  parties  were 
not  only  married,  but  really  domiciled,  in  England, 
and  had  resorted  to  Scotland  for  the  manifest  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  a  temporary  and  fictitious  domi- 
cile there,  in  order   to  give   the  Scotch  Courts 
jurisdiction  over  them,  and  enable  them  to  dissolve 
their  marriage  ;  whereas  here  the  domicile  of  the 
parties  is  Scotch,  and  the  proceeding  is  bondjide 
taken  by  the  husband  in  the  Courts  of  his  own 
country,  to  which  he  is  amenable,  and  ought  to 
have  free  access,  and  no  fraud  upon  the  law  of  any 
other  country  is  practised  by  the  suit.     It  must  be 
added  that,  in  Lolley's  case,  the  English  marriage 
had  been  contracted  by  English  parties,  without 
any  view  to  the  execution  of  the  contract  at  any 
time  in  Scotland ;    whereas  the  marriage  now  in 
question  was  had  by  a  Scotchman  and  a  woman 
whom  the  contract  made  Scotch,  and   therefore 
may  be  held  to  have  contemplated  an  execution 
and  effects  in  Scotland. 

But  although  for  these  reasons,  the  support  of 
my  opinion  does  not  require  that  I  should  dispute 
the  law  in  Lolley*s  case,  I  should  not  be  dealing 
fairly  with  this  important  question,  if  I  were  to 
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avoid  touching  upon  that  subject :  and  as  no  deci-  1834. 
sion  of  this  House  has  ever  adopted  that  rule,  or  as- 
sumed its  principle  for  sound,  and  acted  upon  it,  I  ^  j^ 
am  entitled  here  to  express  the  difficulty  which  I 
feel  in  acceding  to  that  doctrine  —  a  difficulty 
which  much  deliberation  and  frequent  discussion 
with  the  greatest  lawyers  of  the  age  —  I  might  say 
both  of  this  and  of  the  last  age  —  has  not  been  able 
to  remove  from  my  mind. 

If  DO  decision  had  ever  been  pronounced  in  this 
country,  recognising  the  validity  of  Scotch  mar- 
riages between  English  parties  going  to  Scotland 
with  the  purpose  of  escaping  from  the  authority  of 
the  English  law,  I  should  have  felt  it  much  easier  to 
acquiesce  in  the  decision  of  which  I  am  speaking. 
For  then  it  might  have  been  said  consistently 
enough,  that  whatever  may  be  the  Scotch  marriage 
law  among  its  own  subjects,  and  for  the  govern- 
ment of  Scotch  questions,  ours  is  in  irreconcilable 
conflict  with  it,  and  we  cannot  permit  the  positive 
enactments  of  our  statute-book  and  the  principles 
of  our  common  law  to  be  violated  or  eluded  by 
merely  crossing  a  river,  or  an  ideal  boundary  line. 
Nor  could  any  thing  have  been  more  obvious  than 
the  consistency  of  those  who,  holding  that  no  un- 
married parties  incapable  of  marrying  here,  can,  in 
fraud  of  our  law,  contract  a  valid  marriage  in  Scot- 
land, by  going  there  for  an  hour,  should  also  hold 
the  cognate  doctrine  that  no  married  parties  can 
dissolve  an  English  marriage,  indissoluble  here,  by 
repairing  thither  for  six  weeks.  But  upon  this 
firm  ground,  the  decision  of  all  the  English  Courts 
have  long  since  prevented  us  from  taking  our  stand. 
They  have  held,  both  the  Consistorial  Judges  in 
Camptan  v.  Bearcrqft,  and  those  of  the  common 
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i«34.  law  in  Ilderton  v,  Ilderton,  the  doctrine  uniformly 
recognised  in  all  subsequent  cases,  and  acted  upon 
daily  by  the  English  people,  that  a  Scotch  marriage 
contracted  by  English  parties  in  the  face  and  in 
fraud  of  the  English  law,  is  valid  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  and  carries  all  the  real  and  all  the  puer- 
sonal  rights  of  an  English  marriage,  affecting  in  its 
consequences,  land,  and  honours,  and  duties,  and 
privileges,  precisely  as  does  the  most  lawful  and  so- 
lemn matrimonial  contract  entered  into  among 
ourselves,  in  our  own  churches,  according  to  our 
ritual^  and  under  our  own  statutes. 

It  is  quite  impossible  after  this  to  say  that  we 
can  draw  the  line,  and  hold  a  foreign  law  which 
we  acknowledge  all-powerful  for  making  the  bind- 
ing contract  to  be  utterly  impotent  to  dissolve  it. 
Were  a  sentence  of  the  Scotch  Court  in  a  declarator 
of  marriage  to  be  given  in  evidence  here,  it  would 
be  conclusive  that  the  parties  were  man  and  wife, 
and  no  exception  could  be  taken  to  the  admissi- 
bility  or  the  effect  of  the  foreign  evidence  upon 
the  ground  of  the  parties  having  been  English,  and 
repaired  to  Scotland  for  the  purpose  of  escaping 
the  provisions  of  the  English  law.  A  similar  sen- 
tence of  the  same  Court,  declaring  the  marriage 
to  be  dissolved  by  the  same  law  of  Scotland,  is 
now  supposed  to  be  given  in  evidence  between 
parties  who  had  married  in  England.  Can  it,  in 
any  consistency  of  reason,  be  objected  to  the  re- 
ception or  to  the  force  of  this  sentence,  that  the 
contract  had  been  made,  and  the  parties  had  re- 
sided here  ?  In  what  other  contract  of  a  nature 
merely  personal  —  in  what  other  transaction  be- 
tween men — is  such  a  rule  ever  applied — such  an 
arbitrary  and  gratuitous  distinction  made  —  such 
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an  exception  raised  to  the  universal  position,  that       1834. 
things  are  to  be  dissolved  by  the  same  process 
whereby  they  are  bound  together ;  or  rather,  that  «'• 

the  tie  is  to  be  loosened  by  reversing  the  operation 
which  knit  it,  but  reversing  the  operation  accord- 
ing  to  the  same  rules  ?  What  gave  force  to  the 
ligament  ?  If  a  contract  for  sale  of  a  chattel  is 
made,  or  an  obligation  of  debt  is  incurred,  or  a 
chattel  is  pledged  in  one  country,  the  sale  may  be 
annulled,  the  debt  released,  and  the  pledge  re- 
deemed by  the  law  and  by  the  forms  of  another 
country  in  which  the  parties  happen  to  reside,  and 
in  whose  courts  their  rights  and  obligations  come 
in  question,  unless  there  was  an  express  stipulation 
in  the  contract  itself  against  such  avoidance,  re- 
lease, or  redemption.  But  at  any  rate  this  is  cer- 
tain, that  if  the  laws  of  one  country  and  its  courts 
recognise  and  give  effect  to  those  of  another  in 
respect  of  the  constitution  of  any  contract,  they 
must  give  the  like  recognition  and  effect  to  those 
same  foreign  laws  when  they  declare  the  same  kind 
of  contract  dissolved.  Suppose  a  party  forbidden 
to  purchase  from  another  by  our  equity,  as  admi- 
nistered in  the  Courts  of  this  country  (and  we  have 
some  restraints  upon  certain  parties,  which  come 
very  near  prohibition);  and  suppose  a  sale  of  chat- 
tels by  one  to  another  party  standing  in  this  rela- 
tion towards  each  other,  should  be  effected  in  Scot- 
land, and  that  our  Courts  here  should  (whether 
right  or  wrong)  recognise  such  a  rule,  because  the 
Scotch  law  would  affirm  it — surely  it  would  follow 
that  our  Courts  must  equally  recognise  a  rescission 
of  the  contract  of  sale  in  Scotland  by  any  act  which 
the  Scotch  law  regards  as  valid  to  rescind  it,  al- 
though  our  own  law  may  not  regard  it  as  sufficient. 
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^^^^  Suppose  a  question  to  arise  in  the  Courts  of  Eng- 
wAREENDiR  land  respecting  the  execution  of  a  contract  thus 
made  in  this  country,  and  that  the  objection  of  its 
invalidity  were  waved  for  some  reason  ;  if  the  party 
resisting  its  execution  were  to  produce  either  a 
sentence  of  a  Scotch  Court  declaring  it  rescinded 
by  a  Scotch  matter  done  in  paisy  or  were  merely  to 
produce  evidence  of  the  thing  so  done,  and  proof 
of  its  amounting  by  the  Scotch  law  to  a  rescission 
of  the  contract — I  apprehend  that  the  party  rely- 
ing on  the  contract  could  never  be  heard  to  say, 
**  The  contract  is  English,  and  the  Scotch  proceed- 
**  ing  is  impotent  to  dissolve  it/'  The  reply  would 
be,  "  Our  English  Courts  have  (whether  right  or 
"  wrong)  recognised  the  validity  of  a  Scotch  pro- 
"  ceeding  to  complete  the  obligation,  and  can  no 
"  longer  deny  the  validity  of  a  similar  but  reverse 
^*  proceeding  to  dissolve  it — unumquodque  dissoU 
"  vitur  eodem  modo  quo  coUigatur.** 

Suppose,  for  another  example  (which  is  the 
case),  that  the  law  of  this  country  precluded  an 
infant  or  a  married  woman  from  borrowing  money 
in  any  way,  or  from  binding  themselves  by  deed ; 
and  that  in  another  country  those  obligations  could 
be  validly  incurred  ;  it  is  probable  that  our  law 
and  our  Courts  would  recognise  the  validity  of  such 
foreign  obligations.  But  suppose  r  Jeme  covert 
had  executed  a  power,  and  conveyed  an  interest 
under  it  to  another  Jhne  covert  in  England,  could 
it  be  endured  that  where  the  donee  of  the  power 
produced  a  release  under  seal  from  the Jhne  covert 
in  the  same  foreign  country,  a  distinction  should 
be  taken,  and  the  Court  here  should  hold  that  party 
incapable  of  releasing  the  obligation?  Would  it 
not  be  said  that  our  Courts  having  decided  the  con- 
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tract  of  ajeme  covert  to  be  binding,  when  executed      J^^ 
abroad,   must,  by  parity  of  reason,  hold  the  dis- 
charge or  release  of  the  Jeme  covert  to  be  valid,  if 
it  be  valid  in  the  same  foreign  country  ? 

Nor  can  any  attempt  succeed,  in  this  argument, 
which  rests  upon  distinctions  taken  between  mar- 
riage and  other  contracts,  on  the  ground  that  its 
effects  govern  the   enjoyment  of  real   rights  in 
England,  and  that  the  English  law  alone  can  re- 
gulate the  rights  of  landed  property.     For  not  to 
mention  that  a  Scotch  marriage  between  English 
parties  gives  English  honours  and   estates  to  its 
issue,  which  would  have  been  bastard  had  the  par- 
ties married,  or  pretended  to  marry,  in  England ; 
all  pergonal  obligations  may  in  theii*  consequences 
affect  real  rights  in  England.     Nor  does  a  Scotch 
divorce,  by  depriving  a  widow  of  dower  or  arrears 
of  pin  money  charged  on  English  property,  more 
immediately  affect  real  estate  here,  than  a  bond  or 
a  judgment  released  in   Scotland  according   to 
Scotch  forms,  discharges  real  estate  of  a  lien,  or 
than  a  bond  executed,  or  indeed  a  simple  contract 
debt  incurred  in  Scotland,  eventually  and  conse 
quentially  charges  English  real  estate. 

It  appears  to  me  quite  certain,  that  those  who 
decided  LoUey's  case  did  not  look  sufficiently  to  the 
difficulty  of  following  out  the  principle  of  the  rule 
which  they  laid  down.  At  first  sight,  on  a  cursory 
survey  of  the  question,  there  seems  no  impediment 
in  the  way  of  a  judge  who  would  keep  the  English 
marriage  contract  indissoluble  in  Scotland,  and  yet 
allow  a  Scotch  marriage  to  have  validity  in  Eng- 
land ;  for  it  does  not  immediately  appear  how  the 
dissolution  and  the  constitution  of  the  contract 
should  come  in  conflict,  though  diametrically  op- 
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1834-  posite  principles  are  applied  to  each.  But  ouly 
wTi^iNDiE  ^^^^  how  that  conflict  arises,  and  how,  in  fact 
<"*  and  in  practice,  it  must  needs  arise  as  long  as  the 
diversity  of  the  rules  applied  is  maintained.  When 
English  parties  are  divorced  in  Scotland,  it  seems 
easy  to  say,  **  We  give  no  validity  to  this  proceed- 
*<  ing  in  England,  leaving  the  Scotch  law  to  deal 
"  with  it  in  that  country ;  and  with  its  awards  we 
"  do  not  in  anywise  interfere."  But  the  tim^ 
speedily  arrives  when  we  can  no  longer  refuse  to 
interfere,  and  then  see  the  inextricable  coiifu9toii 
that  instantly  arises  and  involves  the  whole  subject. 
The  English  parties  are  divorced — they  return  to 
England,  and  one  of  them  marries  again;  that 
party  is  met  by  LoUey*%  Case,  and  treated  as  a  felon^ 
So  far  all  is  smooth.  But  what  if  the  second  mar- 
riage is  contracted  in  Scotland  ?  and  what  if  the 
issue  of  that  marriage  claims  an  English  real  estate 
by  descent,  or  a  widow  demands  her  dower? 
LoUey*^  Case  will  no  longer  serve  the  purpose  of 
deciding  the  rights  of  the  parties ;  for  Lolley*s  Case 
is  confined  to  the  eflects  of  the  Scotch  divorce  in 
England,  and  professes  not  to  touch,  as,  indeed, 
they  who  decided  it  had  no  authority  to  touch,  the 
validity  of  that  divorce  in  Scotland.  Then  the 
marriage  being  Scotch,  the  lex  loci  must  prevail  by 
the  cases  of  Compton  v.  Bearcrqfty  and  Ilderton  v. 
Ilderton.  All  its  consequences  to  the  wife  and  issue 
must  be  dealt  with  by  the  English  Courts,  and  the 
same  judge  who,  sitting  under  a  commission  of 
gaol  delivery,  has  in  the  morning  sent  Mr.  Lolley 
to  the  hulks  for  felony,  because  he  remarried  in 
England,  and  the  divorce  was  insufficient;  nitting 
at  Nisi  Pritis  in  the  afternoon,  must  give  the  issue 
of  Mr.  Lolley 's  second  marriage  an  estate  in  York- 
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shire,  because  she  re-married  in  •  Scotland,  and  1834. 
must  give  it  on  the  precise  ground  that  the  divorce  ^j^AalJ^Mi 
was  effectual.  Thus  the  divorce  is  both  valid  ^ 
and  nugatory,  not  accordmg  to  its  own  nature,  or 
the  law  of  any  one  state,  but  according  to  the  acci- 
dent whether  a  transaction  whi^h  follows  upon  it, 
and  does  not  necessarily  occur  at  all,  chanced  to 
take  place  in  one  part  of  the  island  or  in  the  other ; 
and  yet  the  felony  of  the  husband  depended  en- 
tirely upon  his  not  having  been  divorced  validly  in 
Stdtland,  and  not  at  all  upon  his  not  being  divorced 
Validly  in  England;  and  the  title  of  the  wife's 
Issue  to  the  succession,  or  of  herself  to  dower, 
depends  wholly  upon  the  same  husband  having  been 
VUhdly  divorced  in  that  same  country  of  Scotland. 
Nor  will  it  avail  to  contend  that  the  parties  mar- 
rring  in  Scotland  after  a  Scotch  divorce  is  in  fraud 
of  the  English  rule,  as  laid  down  in  that  celebrated 
case.  It  may  be  so — but  it  is  not  more  injraudem 
tegis  AngUcanepy  than  the  marriage  was  in  Compton 
y.Bearcrqft^f  which  yet  has  been  held  good  in  all 
btiT  Courts.  Neither  will  it  avail  to  argue  that  the 
itidissoluble  nature  of  the  English  marriage  pre- 
vents those  parties  from  marrying  again  in  Scotland 
ds  well:  as  in  England ;  for  the  rule  in  Lollet/'s  Case 
has  no  greater  force  in  disqualifying  parties  from 
liiarrying  in  Scotland,  where  that  is  not  the  rule  of 
lHW;  than  the  English  Marriage  Act  has  in  disqua- 
Kiying  infants  from  marrying  without  banns  pub- 
idihed,  and  yet  these  may,  by  the  law  of  England, 
gd  and  marry  validly  in  Scotland.  Indeed,  if  there 
be  any  purely  personal  disqualification  or  incapacity 
im^d  by  the  law,  and  which,  more  than  any 
Wiidr,  may  be  isaid  to  travel  about  with  the  party, 
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)834.      it  is  that  which  the  law  raises  upon  a  natural  status, 

w^MKNDM    ^8  that  of  infancy,  and  fixes  on  those  who,  by  the 

«'•  order  of  nature  itself,  are  in  that  condition,  and 

unable  to  shake  it  off,  or  by  an  hour  to  accelerate 

its  termination. 

If,  in  a  matter  confessedly  not  clear,  and  very 
far  from  being  unincumbered  with  doubt  and  diffi- 
culty, we  find  that  manifest  and  serious  inconveni- 
ence is  sure  to  result  from  one  view,  and  very  little 
in  comparison  from  adopting  the  opposite  course, 
nothing  can  be  a  stronger  reason  for  taking 
the  latter.  Now  surely  it  strikes  every  one  that 
the  greatest  hardships  must  occur  to  parties,  the 
greatest  embarrassment  to  their  rights,  and  the  ut- 
most inconvenience  to  the  Courts  of  Justice  in  both 
countries,  by  the  rule  being  maintained  as  laid 
down  in  Lolleyh  Case :  the  greatest  hardship  to 
parties  —  for  what  can  be  a  greater  grievance  than 
that  parties  living  bond  Jide  in  England,  though 
temporarily,  should  either  not  be  allowed  to  marry 
at  all  during  their  residence  here,  or  if  they  do, 
and  afterwards  return  to  their  own  country,  how- 
ever great  its  distance,  that  they  must  be  deprived 
of  all  remedy  in  case  of  misconduct,  however 
aggravated,  unless  they  undertake  a  voyage  back 
to  England,  ay,  and  unless  they  can  comply  with 
the  parliamentary  forms  in  serving  notices  j  •—  the 
greatest  embarrassment  to  their  rights  —  for  what 
can  be  more  embarrassing  than  that  a  person's 
status  should  be  involved  in  uncertainty,  and  should 
be  subject  to  change  its  nature  as  he  goes  from 
place  to  place  ;  that  he  should  be  married  in  one 
country,  and  single,  if  not  a  felon,  in  another ; 
bastard  here,  and  legitimate  there  ?  —  the  utmost 
inconvenience  to  the  Courts  —  for  what  inconveni- 
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ence  can  be  greater  than  that  they  should  have  to  18^^*. 
regard  a  person  as  married  for  one  purpose,  and 
not  for  another  —  single  and  a  felon  if  he  marries  ^^j^ 
a  few  yards  to  the  southward  —  lawfully  married 
if  the  ceremony  be  performed  a  few  yards  to  the 
north  — -  a  bastard  when  he  claims  land  —  legiti- 
mate when  he  sues  for  personal  succession  — widow 
when  she  demands  the  chattels  of  her  husband  — 
his  concubine  when  she  counts  as  dowable  of  his 
land  ? 

It  is  in  vain  to  remind  us  of  the  opportunity 
which  a  strict  adherence  to  the  lea:  locit  with  re- 
spect to  dissolution  of  the  contract,  would  give  to 
violators  of  our  English  marriage-law.  This  ob- 
jection comes  too  late.  Before  the  validity  of 
Scotch  marriages  had  been  supported  by  decisions 
too  numerous  and  too  old  for  any  question,  this 
argument  ab  inconvenienti  might  have  been  urged 
and  set  against  those  other  reasons  which  I  have 
adduced,  drawn  from  the  same  consideration.  But 
we  have  it  now  firmly  established  as  the  law  of  the 
land,  and  daily  acted  upon  by  persons  of  every 
condition,  tliat,  though  the  law  of  England  incapa- 
citates parties  from  contracting  marriage  here, 
they  may  go  for  a  few  minutes  to  the  Scotch  bor- 
der, and  be  married  as  effectually  as  if  they  had  no 
incapacity  whatever  in  their  own  country,  and 
then  return,  after  eluding  the  law,  to  set  its  pro- 
hibitions at  defiance  without  incurring  any  penalty, 
^id  to  obtain  its  aid  without  any  difficulty  in  secur- 
ing the  enjoyment  of  all  the  rights  incident  to  the 
married  state.  Surely  there  is  neither  sense  nor 
consistency  in  complaining  of  the  risk,  infraction, 
or  evasion  arising  to  the  English  law  from  support- 
iqg  Scotch  divorces^  afler  having  thus  given  to  the 
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1834.       Scotch  marriages  the  power  of  eluding,  and  break- 
ing and  defying  that  law  for  so  many  years. 

I  have  now  been  commenting  upon  Loller/*s  Case 
on  its  own  principle  —  that  is,  regarding  it  as 
merely  laying  down  a  rule  for  England,  and  pre- 
scribing how  a  Scotch  divorce  shall  be  considered 
in  this  country,  and  dealt  with  by  its  Courts.  I 
have  felt  this  the  more  necessary  because  I  do  not 
see,  for  the  reasons  which  have  occasionally  been 
adverted  to  in  treating  the  other  argument,  how, 
consistently  with  any  principle,  the  Judges  who 
decided  the  case  could  limit  its  application  to  Eng- 
land, and  think  that  it  did  not  decide  also  on  the 
validity  of  the  divorce  in  Scotland.  Thfey  certainly 
could  not  hold  the  second  English  marriage  invalid 
and  felonious  in  England  without  assuming  that 
the  Scotch  divorce  was  void  even  in  Scotland.  In 
my  view  of  the  present  question,  therefore,  it  was 
fit  to  show  that  the  Scotch  Courts  have  a  good  title 
to  consider  the  principle  of  Lolle^s  Case  erroneous 
even  as  an  English  decision.  This,  it  is  true,  their 
Lordships  have  not  done  ;  and  the  Judgment  now 
under  appeal  is  rested  upon  the  ground  of  the 
Scotch  divorce  being  sufficient  to  determine  the 
marriage-contract  in  Scotland  only. 

I  must  now  observe,  that  supposing  (as  may 
fairly  be  concluded)  Lolley^s,  Case  to  have  decided 
that  the  divorce  is  void  in  Scotland,  there  can  be 
no  ground  whatever  for  holding  that  it  is  binding 
upon  the  Scotch  Courts  on  a  question  of  Scotch 
law.  If  the  cases  and  the  authorities  of  that  law 
are  against  it,  the  learned  persons  who  administer 
the  system  of  jurisprudence  are  not  bound  to  re- 
gard—  nay,  they  are  not  entitled  to  regard — an 
English  decision,  framed  by  English  judges  upon 
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an  English  case,  and  devoid  of  all  authority  beyond       1834. 
the  Tweed.  ^«--v-^ 

WAftftBKDBR 

Now,   I  have  no  doubt  at  all  that  the  Scotch  »• 

authorities  are  in  favour  of  the  jurisdiction,  and 
support  the  decision  under  appeal;  biit  I  must 
premise  that,  unless  it  could  be  shown  that  they 
were  the  other  way,  my  mind  is  made  up  with  re- 
spect to  the  principle,  and  I  should  be  for  affirm- 
ing on  that  ground  of  principle  alone,  if  precedent 
or  dicta  did  not  displace  the  argument.  The  prin- 
ciple I  hold  so  clear  upon  grounds  of  general  law, 
that  the  proof  is  thrown,  according  to  my  view, 
upon  those  who  would  show  the  Scotch  law  to  be 
the  other  way. 

In  approaching  this  branch  of  the  question,  it  is 
most  important  to  remark,  that  there  may  be  a  very 
small  body  of  judicial  authority  upon  a  point  of 
law  very  well  established  in  any  country;  nay, 
that  oftentimes  the  less  doubtful  the  point  is  the 
fewer  cases  will  you  find  decided  upon  it.  Thus 
no  one  denies  that  the  Scotch  Consistorial  Court 
had,  ever  since  its  establishment  upon  the  refor- 
mation, been  in  the  practice  of  pronouncing  sen- 
tences of  divorce  for  adultery.  The  Catholic  reli- 
gion was  abolished  by  the  Parliament  of  Scotland 
in  15()0 ;  and  three  years  after  that  important  event 
we  find  a  statute  made,  the  Act  1563,  c.  74*,  in 
which,  after  a  preamble  expressing  great  and  lively 
horror  of  the  "abominable  and  filthie  vice  of  adul- 
"tery,"  (an  opinion  perhaps  more  sincere  in  the 
estates  of  Parliament  than  in  the  Queen),  it  is  de- 
dared  to  be  a  capital  offence  if  "  notour  '*  (notori- 
ous) and  all  other  adultery  is  to  continue  punisha- 
ble as  before,  but  with  an  express  saving  of  the 
right  to  "pursue  for  divorcement  for  the  crime  of 
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1894.       "adultery  conform   to  (according  to)  the  law/' 
For  above  two  centuries  the  jurisdiction  thus  re- 
cognized by  the  statute  had  been  exercised  by  the 
Consistorial  Courts.     Nor  was  any  objection  what- 
ever made  to  the  want  of  jurisdiction  over  parties, 
in  respect  of  their  domicile  having  been  foreign  or 
the  marriage   contracted  abroad.      In  truth,  the 
view  which  the  law  took  of  adultery  as  a  crime 
punishable  with    even   the  severest  of  penalties, 
seems  almost  to  preclude  any  such  exception.     If 
a  person  were  indicted  under  the  statute  for  notour 
adultery  committed  in  Scotland,  he  clearly  never 
could  have  defended  himself  by  showing  he  had 
been  married  in  England,  and  was  only  temporarily 
a  resident  in  Scotland ;  so  there  seems  never  to 
have  been  any  such  distinction  taken  in  giving  the 
injured  party  the  civil  remedy  against  the  offen- 
der by  dissolving  the  marriage.     That  Englishmen 
temporarily  residing  in  Scotland  have  been  in  use 
to  sue  for  divorces  from  marriages  contracted  in 
England,   ever  since  the  intercourse  of  the  two 
countries  became  constant  by  the  union  first  of  the 
Crowns  and  then  of  the  Kingdoms,  is  a  fact  of 
much  importance,  and  it  is  not  disputed.     The  im- 
portance of  it  is  this  —  that  the  Courts,  administer- 
ing the  law  of  divorce  have,  with  a  full  knowledge 
that  they  were  dissolving  English  marriages,  never 
inquired  further  than  was  necessary  for  ascertaining 
that  the  Pursuers  and  Defenders  had  acquired  a 
domicile  in  Scotland,  and  then  exercised  the  juris- 
diction without  scruple,  and  without  any  hesita- 
tion.    This  is  a  clear  proof  that  the  law,  the  Scotch 
law,  was  always  understood  among  its  practition- 
ers and  by  the  Judges  of  the  country,  as  the  pre- 
sent decision  supposes  it  to  be  j  and  such  a  long 
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continued  and  unqualified  practice  is  a  fully  better        18S4. 
proof  of  what  that  law  is,  than  even  a  few  occa-      ^^^^' 
sional  decisions  in  foro  contentioso.     It  would  be  a  v. 

dangerous  thing  to  admit  that  generally  recognized 
and  long  continued  practice  should  go  for  nothitig, 
merely  because,  until  a  few  years  ago,  no  one  had 
brought  those  principles  and  that  practice  in  ques- 
tion, and  because  the  judicial  decisions  in  its  favour 
were  few  in  number,  and  of  a  recent  date.  There 
is  every  reason  to  believe  that  in  this,  as  in  mdst 
other  particulars,  the  more  ancient  law  of  England 
was  the  same  with  that  of  our  northern  neighbours. 
Between  the  Reformation  and  the  latter  end  of 
Queen  Elizabeth's  reign,  it  was  held  that  the  Con- 
sistorial  jurisdiction  extended  to  dissolve  d  vinculo 
for  adultery.* 

It  was,  however,  apparently  not  till  1789,  that 
the  question  of  jurisdiction  was  raised  in  foro  con-- 
tentioso.  by  the  case  of  Brunsden  v.  WaUacei 
9  February,  1789.  But  here  a  question  was  made 
upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  forum  originis  to  found 
a  jurisdiction.  The  husband,  before  marriage,  had 
left  Scotland  without  any  intention  of  returning, 
and  so  had  the  wife.  The  Court  were  much 
divided,  and  the  judgment  was  given  with  an  ex* 
press  reference  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case^ 
of  which  the  absence  of  the  defender,  the  husband, 
from  Scotland,  when  and  long  before  the  suit  was 
commenced,  must  be  regarded  as  one.  Neverthe- 
less, as  the  majority  of  the  Court  considered  the 
forum  originis  of  both  parties  sufficient  to  found  the 
jurisdiction,  I  should  have  thought  this  a  decision 
against  the  principles  which  I  deem  to  be  recognized 
by  later  cases  had  it  stood  untouched  by  these. 

•  2  Burn,  E.  L.  503. 
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1834.  jpirie  V.  Lunan,  8  March,  1796,  is,  I  believe, 

wAEEEH©i»     *^^  ^^^^  case;   but  it  was  the  case  of  a  Scotch 
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marriage  between  Scotch  parties,  and  only  raised 
the  question  of  Jorum  ;  for  both  were  domiciled  in 
England.  The  Court  sustained  the  jurisdiction 
ratione  originis.  This  decision  clearly  proves  little 
or  nothing  any  way  in  the  present  question.  And 
the  same  may  be  said  of  Grant  v.  Pedie^  which 
occurred  in  1825.  So  French  v.  Pilcher^  13  June, 
1800,  turned  on  the  wife,  the  defender,  being  an 
Englishwoman,  and  resident  out  of  Scotland,  and 
the  adultery  chiefly  committed  abroad;  and  ac- 
cordingly, it  does  not  touch,  and  hardly  even  ap- 
proaches, any  of  the  points  now  in  dispute. 

In  Lindsay  v.  Tovey^  the  Court  of  Session  sus- 
tained the  jurisdiction  in  all  respects;  and  though 
the  parties  had  been  living  separate  under  a  deed. 
It  is  true  that  your  Lordships,  on  appeal,  remitted 
the  case ;  and  that  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties 
prevented  any  further  proceedings.  The  ground 
of  the  remit  was  twofold  —  that  the  domicile  of 
the  husband  appeared  to  your  Lordships  (acting 
under  Lord  Eldon's  advice)  to  be  in  England ; 
and  that  Lolley's  Case  had  not  been  considered  by 
the  Court  below.  Upon  that  case,  Lord  Eldon 
pronounced  no  opinion,  but  he  certainly  intimated 
a  doubt,  and  I  can  inform  your  Lordships  (having 
been  Counsel  in  the  cause,  and  having,  at  the  ar- 
gument, given  his  Lordship  a  note  of  the  judg- 
ment in  Lolley*^  Case)  that  he  said,  "  It  is  a  deci- 
"  sion  on  which  we  probably  shall  hear  a  good 
"  deal  more.** 

But  since  Lolley*s  Case  was  decided,  with  the 
doctrine  there  laid  down  fully  before  them,  and 
after  maturely  considering  it^  the  Scotch  Courts 
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have  repeatedly  affirmed  the  jurisdiction  in  all  its       1884. 
particulars.     Those  cases  to  which  I  particularly     wahmndb* 
refer  were  decided  in  1814,  and  the  two  or  three  «'• 

•  WAEEIHDI*. 

following  years.  Loveit  v.  Lovett^  and  Kibble^ 
thwaite  v.  Kibbklhwaite^  both  of  the  same  date, 
21st  Dec.  1816,  are  those  to  which  I  shall  particu- 
larly advert.  In  both  cases  the  marriage  was  had 
in  England ;  in  both  the  parties  were  English  by 
birth  and  by  domicile;  in  both  the  suit  was 
brought  by  the  wife  for  the  husband's  adultery; 
and  the  only  domicile  in  Scotland  being  that  re- 
quired to  give  the  Courts  jurisdiction,  the  Com- 
missaries in  both  refused  to  divorce,  on  the  ground 
not  of  the  indissolubility  of  the  English  marriage, 
but  the  insufficiency  of  the  Scotch  residence ;  in 
both  the  Court  of  Session,  after  the  fullest  discus- 
sion, with  one  dissentient  voice,  and  that  turning 
upon  the  question  of  domicile,  sustained  the  juris- 
diction, and  remitted  to  the  Commissaries  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  divorce. 

Upon  the  other  cases,  of  Edmonstone  v.  Edmoiu 
stoney  and  Butler  v.  Forbes^  I  need  not  dwell  in 
detail.  The  state  of  the  judicial  authority  on  this 
question  is  fully  given  in  the  work  of  Mr.  Fergu- 
son, one  of  the  most  experienced  of  the  Scotch 
Consistorial  Judges.  After  referring  to  all  the 
cases,  the  words  of  that  learned  person,  though 
not  to  be  cited  as  an  authority,  are  well  worthy  of 
attention,  as  the  testimony  of  a  Judge  sitting  for 
so  many  years  in  the  Scotch  Consistorial  Court, 
and  speaking  to  its  uniform  and  established  prac- 
tice, twenty  years  after  Lollei/*s  Case  had  been  de- 
termined here.  Mr.  F.  says,  "  According  to  these 
"  precedents,  the  municipal  law  of  Scotland  is  also 
**  now  applied  by  the  Consistorial  Judicature  in  all 
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18S4.       <<  cases  of  divorce,  without  distinction,  whether 

Jlill^MPtR    "  ^^^  parties  are  foreign  or  domiciled  subjects  and 

»•  "  citizens  of  this  kingdom ;  whether,  when  foreign, 

*^  the  law  of  their  own  country  affords  the  same 
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remedy  or  not,  and  whether  they  have  contracted 

their  marriage  within  this  realm,  or  in  any  other ; 

provided  only  that  they  have  become  properly 
•*  amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  in  this  Jorum.  None 
*^  of  these  last  mentioned  cases,  nor  indeed  any 
•«  other  from  Scotland,  in  which  a  question  of  in- 
**  ternational  law  could  be  raised  for  trial  and 
**  judgment,  having  hitherto  been  appeided,  the 
««  rule  has  for  a  period  of  more  than  ten  years 
<<  stood  as  fixed  by  them,  and  the  subsequent 
*'  practice  has  furnished  additional  instances  of  its 
^*  application/' 

I  think  I  need  scarcely  add  that  this  current  of 
judicial  authority,  and  still  more  the  uniform  prac- 
tice of  the  Scotch  Courts,  unquestioned  ever  since 
the  Reformation,  establishes  clearly  the  proposition 
in  its  largest  sense,  that  the  Scotch  Courts  have 
jurisdiction  to  divorce  when  a  formal  domicile  has 
been  acquired  by  a  temporary  residence,  without 
regard  to  the  native  country  of  the  parties,  the 
place  of  their  ordinary  residence,  or  the  country 
where  the  marriage  may  have  been  had. 

But  although  it  was  necessary  to  complete  the 
view  which  I  have  taken  of  this  important  question, 
that  I  should  advert  to  the  cases  which  bear  upon 
it  in  all  its  extent,  there  is  no  necessity  whatever 
for  our  assenting  to  the  proposition  in  its  more 
general  and  absolute  form,  for  the  purpose  of  the 
case  now  before  us.  That  is  tl>e  case  of  a  marriage 
contracted  in  England  between  a  man  Scotch  by 
both  domicile  and  birth,  and  a  woman  about  to 
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become  Scotch  by  the  execution  of  the  contract.  18S4. 
It  is  moreover  the  case  of  a  suit  instituted  in  the 
Scotch  Courts,  while  the  pursuer  had  his  actual 
domicile  in  Scotland,  and  his  wife  had  the  same 
domicile  by  law.  To  terra  a  marriage  so  con- 
tracted an  English  marriage,  hardly  appears  to  be 
correct  I  am  sure  it  is  if  not  wholly  a  Scotch 
contract,  at  the  least  a  contract  partaking  as  much 
of  the  Scotch  as  of  the  English.  This  in  my  judg- 
ment frees  the  case  from  all  doubt ;  but  as  I  have 
also  a  strong  opinion  upon  the  more  general  ques- 
tion, an  opinion  not  of  yesterday,  nor  lightly  taken 
up,  I  have  deemed  it  fitting  that  I  should  not  with- 
hold  it  from  your  Lordships,  and  the  parties,  and 
Court  below,  upon  the  present  occasion. 

Lord  Lyndhurst.  —  My  Lords,  my  noble  and 
learned  friend  has  entered  so  minutely  into  the 
consideration  of  this  question,  that  it  will  not  be 
necessary  for  me,  in  the  observations  which  I  feel 
it  my  duty  to  make,  to  occupy  much  of  your  time. 
My  noble  and  learned  friend  has  very  justly 
stated  that  this  is  a  question  of  great  importance 
not  only  to  the  parties  immediately  concerned  in 
it,  but  also  to  the  public.  It  is  some  time  since  it 
was  argued  at  your  Lordships'  bar.  I  have  on 
different  occasions  directed  my  attention  to  it,  and 
it  is  now  my  duty  to  communicate  to  your  Lord- 
ships the  result  of  the  opinion  1  have  formed  re- 
specting it. 

If  I  considered  that  your  Lordships  were  sitting 
distinctly  in  judgment  upon  Lolky*^  Case,  I  should 
not  conceive  that  you  could  with  propriety  pro- 
ceed to  a  decision  without  requiring  the  advice 
and  opinion  of  the  Judges. 

The  facts  of  that  case  were  very  shortly  these : 
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1884.       Lolly  married  in  England,  he  afterwards  went  to 
Scotland,  and,   by  the  decision  of  a  competent 
«•  Court  in  that  country,  obtained   a  sentence   of 

divorce.  He  afterwards  returned  to  England,  and 
married  a  second  time,  his  former  wife  being  still 
alive.  A  prosecution  was  instituted  against  him, 
he  was  found  guilty :  he  set  up,  by  way  of  de-r 
fence,  that  the  marriage  with  his  former  wife  had 
been  dissolved  by  a  competent  Court  in  Scotland. 
The  defence  and  the  validity  of  it  were  submitted 
to  the  consideration  of  the  Twelve  Judges.  They 
were  of  opinion  that  the  sentence  of  divorce  in 
Scotland  could  not,  as  far  as  England  was  con- 
cerned, have  any  effect  He  was  found  guilty, 
was  sentenced,  and,  to  a  certain  extent,  underwent 
punishment 

That  was  a  decision  unanimously  pronounced 
by  the  Twelve  Judges  of  England,  by  men 
many  of  them  of  great  experience  and  learn- 
ing ;  and  I  certainly  should  not  have  ventured  to 
recommend  your  Lordships  to  reverse  a  decision 
so  sanctioned,  had  that  been  the  direct  question 
before  you,  unless  upon  grave  consideration  and 
consultation  with  the  King's  Judges. 

It  is  suggested  by  my  noble  and  learned  friend, 
that  the  noble  earl,  who  presided  for  so  many 
years  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  entertained  doubts 
as  to  the  propriety  of  that  decision.  Tiie  expres- 
sions which  I  have  seen  attributed  to  that  noble 
Judge  I  think  hardly  warrant  such  a  conclusion ; 
and,  as  the  noble  earl  was  at  the  time  when  the 
judgment  was  pronounced  at  the  head  of  the  law 
of  the  country,  as  he  must  have  known  of  the 
decision,  he  would  not,  I  think,  had  he  entertaihea 
serious  .doubts  respecting  it,    have  suffered   the 
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party  so  convicted  to  have  undergone  any  part  of       1834.. 
the  punishment  inflicted  on  him  by  the  sentence. 

But,  my  Lords,  the  question  as  to  the  soundness  " 

of  the  decision  in  JiOlley*%  Case  came  before  my 
noble  and  learned  friend  when  he  held  the  great 
seal.      My   noble  and  learned  friend  had   been 
counsel  in  the  case ;   he  therefore  was  apprised  of 
all  the  circumstances  relating  to  it,  and  it  is  ma- 
terial that  I  should  inform  your  Lordships  of  what 
my  noble  and  learned  friend  said  with  respect  to 
it.      In  the  case  of  McCarthy  v.  De  CaiXy  which 
came  before  my  noble  and  learned  friend  in  1831, 
and  in  the  elaborate   judgment  which   he   pro- 
nounced on  that  occasion,  he  observed :  "  It  is 
"  fully  established  by  the  solemn  opinion  of  all  the 
"  Twelve  Judges,  in  a  fully  argued  and  most  ma- 
"  turely  considered  case,   that  a  foreign  divorce 
**  could  not  operate  to  dissolve,  or  in  any  manner 
"  be  made  to  affect,  an  English  marriage."     My 
noble  and  learned  friend  proceeds  thus  :  —  «*  The 
"  point  was  argued  before  the  Twelve  Judges,  in- 
"  eluding  some  of  the  most  learned  Judges  of  our 
««  day,  my  Lord  Ellenborough,  Lord  Chief  Justice 
"  Gibbs,  Chief  Baron  Thompson,  and  several  others. 
"  Mr.  Justice  Bayley,  Mr.  Baron  Wood,  and  Mr, 
**  Justice  Le  Blanc,  some  of  the  most  eminent  and 
"  able  lawyers  that  I  have  ever  known  in  Westmin- 
"  ster  Hall.    After  hearing  this  case  argued  during 
"  Term,  and  at  Serjeants*  Inn  after  Term,  they 
"  gave  a  clear,  decided,  and  well-weighed  opinion, 
"  all  in  one  voice,  finding  that  no  divorce,  or  pro- 
**  ceeding  in  the  nature  of  a  divorce,  or  tending 
"  towards  a  divorce  had  in  any  foreign  country, 
"  Scotland  included,  could  dissolve  the  vinculum 
"  matrimonii^  or  contract  of  marriage,  in  England, 
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18S4.      «  and  they  sentenced  LoUey  (and  here  is  another 

wjuiKKKocA    "  mistake  into  which  the  noble  and  learned  Judge 

^'  **  has  fallen,  as  if  there  was  so  much  doubt  that 

WAAWtNDSIU  1  T   1  1  -  N 

"  they  did  not  carry  the  sentence  into  execution); 
**  he  was  sentenced  to  seven  years*  transportation, 
"  and  sent  to  the  Hulks  for  one  or  two  years.** 

'*  I  hold  it,  therefore,  to  be  perfectly  clear  that 
**  that  decision  in  LoUet/*s  Case,  when  I  look  at  the 
case  itself,  and  the  circumstances  preceding,  ac- 
companying, and  following  it,  stands  as  the  law 
"  in  Westminster  Hall  to  this  day.     It  is  still  more 
"  the  law  when  I  remind  you  of  another  matter 
<<  which  the  noble  and  learned  Judge  forgot  at  the 
<<  time  he  decided  the  case,  and  threw  some  doubt 
"  on  Lolley*s  Case,  which  he  had  looked  at,  as  if  it 
«*  had  never  been  recognized  in  subsequent  cases, 
"  That  noble  and  learned  Judge  was  Lord  JEldon.- 
"  It  has  been  uniformly  recognized  in  Westminster 
<*  Hal],  but  above  all,  it  has  come  over  and  over 
<'  again  in  discussion  before  the  same  noble  and 
"  learned  Judge  himself,  ** —  that  is  Lord  Eldon^ 

I  believe,     *♦  In  the  case  of  P and  L         , 

"  another  case,  in  two  cases,  the  very  yeai*  afler, 
"  argued  at  great  length  by  Mr.  Justice  Hobroyd 
«  on  one  side,  and  myself  on  the  other,  before 
"  Lord  Eldon,  and  to  which  he  paid  most  exem« 
"  plary  attention,  and  where  he  took  a  note  of  the 
"  very  words  in  which  LoUei/*s  Case  was  decided, 
"  Lord  Eldon  had  that  case  before  him,  and  he 
"  followed  it  on  deciding  those  two  cases.** 

Such  is  the  statement  of  my  noble  and  learned 
friend ;  I  must  therefore  repeat,  that  if  we  were 
called  upon  to  overturn  that  decision,  and  to  pro- 
nounce it  to  be  erroneous,  respecting  which  I  wish 
to  be  understood  as  giving  no  opinion,  your  Lord* 
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ships  would  not  think  it  right  to  proceed  to  judg-       18S4. 
ment  without  a  distinct  review  of  that  case  upon    wa»miid» 
argument  in  the  presence  of  the  Judges,  that  we  .  ^^^Jj, 
might  be  advised  by  them  whether  that  decision  is  * 
or  is  not  agreeable  to  the  law  of  England ;  but, 
my  Lords,  we  are  sitting  here  to  decide  a  question 
of  Scotch,  and  not  of  English  law.     We  are  sitting 
here  as  a  Scotch  Court  of  Appeal,  bound  to  decide 
according  to  the  law  of  that  country. 

If  Lolley*%  Case,  however,  be  law,  and  if  the  de- 
cision in  the  Court  of  Scotland,  which  we  are  now 
reviewing,  be  also  law,  this  consequence  must  fol- 
low, that  after  the  decree  of  divorce  is  pronounced. 
Sir  George  Warrender  will  be  able  to  marry  again 
in  Scotland.  He  would  then  have  a  wife  in  Scot- 
land, and  he  would  have  a  wife  also  in  England. 
Such  would  be  the  state  of  things  arising  from  the 
conflicting  law  of  the  two  countries :  other  conse- 
quences, which  my  noble  and  learned  friend  has 
pointed  out,  and  circumstances  of  an  extraordinary 
and  very  inconsistent  nature  would  follow. 

But  we  must  still  decide  the  case  which  is 
before  us  according  to  the  law  of  the  country 
from  which  it  comes,  li  the  law  be  conflicting, 
it  is  for  Parliament  to  interfere  to  remedy 
the  mischiefs  consequent  on  such  conflict.  The 
question,  and  the  sole  question  is,  whether  by 
the  law  of  Scotland  administered  in  Scotland  by 
the  judges  of  Scotland,  this  divorce  be,  or  not,  a 
legal  divorce  ?  We  are  sitting  here  in  England, 
and  we  must  be  cautious  not  to  suffer  ourselves, 
on  that  account,  to  be  influenced  and  governed  by 
the  principles  of  English  law.  The  question  is, 
whether  the  decision,  pronounced  in  Scotland  by 
the  Judges  of  that  country,  is  conformable  to  the 
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18S4.  law  of  Scotland?  We  are  a  Scotch  Court  of 
Appeal  as  far  as  relates  to  Scotch  Cases,  and  an 
^•^^^^  English  Court  of  Appeal  as  far  as  relates  to  Eng- 
lish Cases ;  and  this  brings  me  directly  and  dis- 
tinctly to  the  consideration  of  the  question  before 
us. 

As  my  noble  and  learned  friend  has  stated,  the 
first  point  is  the  question  of  domicile ;  unless  these 
parties  were  domiciled  in  Scotland,  the  Court  had 
no  jurisdiction.     But    the   question   of  domicile 
is  admitted  for  the  pui*pose  of  the  present  argu- 
ment; it  is  admitted  that  Sir  George  Warrender, 
at  the  time  of  his  marriage,  and  from  that  time  up 
to  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  was  a  domiciled 
Scotchman.     We  are  to  take  this  fact  as  the  basis 
of  the  argument     The  admissions  are  in  writing 
signed  by  the  counsel  on  both  sides.     Sir  George 
Warrender,  during  the  whole  of  this  period,  was  a 
domiciled  Scotchman.     The  consequence  resulting 
from  this  is,  that  Lady  Warrender,  by  the  very  act 
of  marriage,  became  domiciled  in  Scotland.     It 
cannot  be  disputed  that  the  domicile  of  the  husband 
becomes  the  domicile  of  the  wife  :  but  reliance  is 
placed  on  the  deed  of  separation.     I  apprehend 
that  that  instrument  does  not  affect  the  question  of 
domicile  at  all.     The  husband  and  wife  cannot  by 
any  agreement  between  themselves  vary  the  law  as 
to  domicile.     It   is   a  legal   consequence  of  the 
marriage  tie ;  and  after  all,  what  is  the  separation  ? 
My  noble  and  learned  friend  very  correctly,  ac- 
cording to  my  view  of  the  subject,  stated,  that  as 
far  as  relates  to  the  separation  between  the  parties, 
it  is  nothing  more  than  a  mere  permission  to  Lady 
Warrender  to  live  separate.     It  has  no  binding 
obligation.     The  only  things  binding  in  this  deed 
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are  those  clauses  which  relate  to  pecuniary  engage-      18S4. 
xnents.     She  may  sue  him,  or  he  may  sue  her,    ^^ii»,|„,,» 
notwithstanding:  the  agreement,  for  a  restitution  of         ^- 
conjugal  rights.     A  pledge  not  to  institute  such  a 
suit  is  no  legal  bar  to  the  right  to  institute  it ;  and 
an  agreement  such  as  this  is  nothing  more  than  a 
permission  to  the  wife  to  reside  where  she  may 
think  proper :  but  this  does  not  alter  her  legal 
domicile,  though  her  actual  residence  be  changed  ; 
her  legal  domicile  temains  precisely  as  it  was. 

I  am  aware  that  in  the  case  of  Tovey  and 
Lindsay  in  this  House,  Lord  Eldon  threw  out 
some  doubts  as  to  the  effect  of  a  deed  of 
Separation  on  the  domicile.  I  have  attended ^  to 
that  doubt,  and  to  the  suggestion  of  that  noble  and 
learned  Earl,  wirii  all  the  attention  that  eJvery  thing 
falling  from  hrm  deserves ;  but  1  am  obliged  at  last 
to  come  to  this  result,  that  the  deed  of  separation 
makes  no  difference  at  all  in  this  case ;  that,  not- 
withstanding the  agreement  between  the  parties 
to  live  separate,  the  domicile  of  the  wife  follows 
the  domicile  of  the  husband :  the  one  cannot  be 
separated  or  detached  from  the  other. 

The  next  point  for  consideration  is,  as  to  the 
place  where  the  supposed  adultery  is  alleged  to 
have  been  committed ;  and  what  my  noble  and 
learned  friend  says  is  very  true,  — there  is  no  evi- 
dence whatever  to  show  that  Lady  Warrender  has 
in  any  respect  misconducted  herself.  The  present 
is  a  mere  preliminary  question.  The  fact  must  be 
assumed,  but  assumed  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
the  argument  There  is  no  imputation,  from  any- 
thing in  this  case,  on  the  character  of  Lady  War- 
render:  she  may  be  as  pure  and  as  spotless  asi  any 
woman  in  the  world. 
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18S4.  But  it  is  objected,  though  very  slightly,  that  the 

adultery,  or  alleged  adultery  was  committed  abroad. 
•^  It  is  clear,  however,  from  all  the  decisions,  that 
there  is  nothing  in  this  objection.  Your  Lordships 
well  know  tliat  it  is  no  answer  to  a  civil  action  for 
damages  in  this  country  which  may  be  equally 
maintained,  or  a  proceeding  had  in  the  £k!clesias^ 
tical  Court,  whether  the  adultery  be  committed 
here  or  abroad ;  and  it  is  precisely  the  same  in 
Scotland.  I  mention  the  point  because  it  has  been 
stated  that  reliance  was  placed  upon  this  circum- 
stance in  some  of  the  cases,  but  there  is  no  ground 
for  the  objection. 

Then,  my  Lords,  we  come  to  the  third  and  maifii 
point,  namely,  is  it  competent  to  the  Courts  of 
Scotland  to  pronounce  a  sentence  of  divorce  be^ 
tween  parties  married  in  England?  The  Scotclk- 
Courts  consider  this  as  a  question  settled:  mar- 
riage, they  observe,  is  a  connection  recognised  in 
all  Christian  countries ;  and  they  say,  and  I  think 
they  say  with  propriety,  "  That  they  are  not  pre* 
"  vented  from  pronouncing  a  sentence  of  divorce 
«*  a  vinculo  matrimonii  in  that  country,  if  the  par- 
**  ties  are  domiciled  there,  merely  because  a  remedy 
"  to  the  same  extent  may  not  be  given  in  the 
*  country  where  the  marriage  was  celebrated.  It 
"  is  a  question  as  to  the  remedy  for  a  breach  of  the 
•♦  nuptial  engagements, — for  the  violation  of  a 
«*  duty;  and  the  law  of  every  country  may  ^fRjt' 
**  such  penalty  as  it  deems  proper  for  a  breath  of 
"  that  duty.'*  When  we  wish  to  ascertain  what  is 
the  law  of  that  country,  we  look  to  the  decisidtis 
of  its  Courts  as  evidence  of  it ;  and  I  believe  it 
ttfvtit  was  questioned  or  doubted,  till  LoUey^s  Casd, 
by  any  lawyer  in  Scotland,  that  without  tefkt^'Ack 


ON'UtrrSA£8  AND   WRITS   OP   ERROR.  147' 


to  the  country  where  the  marriage  was  celebrated,       IBS*, 
if  the  parties  were  domiciled  in  Scotland,  it  was 


competent  to  the  Court  of  Scotland  to  divorce  a         ^ 
vmctuo  matrtmontt. 

But  if  your  Lordships  will  allow  me  (as  it  is  a 
question  of  great  importance),  I  will  refer  very 
shortly  to  the  cases  on  this  subject  They  extend 
over  a  period  of  more  than  a  century,  and  in  no 
instance,  until  the  question  was  raised  in  LoUejf*% 
Qase,  was  the  authority  of  the  Courts  of  Scotland 
ever  doubted  in  that  country. 

The  first  case  to  which  I  shall  refer,  is  the  case 
of  Gordon  and  Eaglesgrqff  in  1699 ;  there  the 
marriage  was  in  Holland ;  adultery  was  charged, 
and  the  only  question  was  as  to  the  fact  of  the 
adultery.  There  was  no  inquiry  as  to  the  law  of 
Holland,  no  question  whether  the  parties  could  be 
divorced  d  vinculo  matrimonii  in  that  country,  or 
not :  the  sole  point  which  the  Court  thought  it 
necessary  to  ascertain  was,  whether,  in  fact,  adul- 
tery had  been  committed. 

The  next  case  occurred  in  17i^6.  The  parties 
were  married  in  Ireland.  The  law  of  Ireland,  as 
far  as  respects  the  present  question,  is  the  same  as 
the  law  of  England.  A  sentence  of  divorce  was 
pronounced  on  proof  of  adultery.  No  doubt  was 
entertained  as  to  the  authority  of  the  Court  to  dis- 
splve  d  vinculo  matrimonii^  if  the  adultery  were 
proved. 
I  The  third  case  is  that  of  Scott  and  Bowher,  in 
lj73]l.  There  was  afterwards  another  case  in  1787* 
where  the  parties  had  been  married  at  Boston,  in 
America:  the  law  of  marriage,  as  far  as  respecta 
the  pre3ent  question,  was,  at  that  period,  the  same 
^j^9^  ^^\^  England  y  ajid-agai*^  ift  ^J^n^i^ 
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18S4.       suit,  there  was  a  divorce  upon  proof  of  the  adul- 
tery ;  and  in  none  of  the  cases  to  which  I  have 
^'  referred  was  any  doubt  expressed  as  to  the  law.    It 

is  true  that  some  of  these  decisions  were  pronounced 
in  absence.  My  noble  and  learned  friend  has 
already  observed  on  this  circumstance.  It  tends, 
I  think,  only  more  strongly  to  show  that  the  law 
was  considered  as  so  settled  and  ascertained  that 
no  doubt  existed  on  the  subject- 
Then  came  Brunsden  and  Wallace^  in  1789, 
where  the  parties  had  been  married  in  London: 
that  was  a  case  very  sharply  contested ;  the  ques- 
tion was  not  raised ;  but  it  was  open  to  the  parties 
to  have  raised  it ;  no  Scotch  lawyer  supposed  that 
it  could  be  raised,  or  that  it  was  tenable  ;  the  sole 
question  agitated  was,  as  to  the  domicile  ratione 
originis,  whether  in  that  case  it  was  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  jurisdiction. 

In  the  case  of  the  Duchess  of  Hamilton^  in  the 
year  1796,  the  parties  had  been  married  in  Eng- 
land ;  the  adultery  had  been  proved,  and  there 
was  a  divorce.  Down  to  this  period  the  decisions 
are  uniform. 

Then,    came  the   case  of  Lindsey  and  Ton)ey^ 

in  1817 ;  and  before  the  appeal  in  the  case  of 
Lindsey  and  Tovey^  Lolley^s  Case  was  decided. 
Lindsey  and  Tovey  was  decided  by  the  Commissa- 
ries. There  was  a  Bill  of  Advocation  to  the  Lord 
Ordinary,  and  he  confirmed  the  decision  of  the 
Commissaries :  there  was  a  further  appeal  to  the 
Court  of  Session,  and  that  Court  confirmed  the 
previous  decision  of  the  Commissaries  and  the 
Lord  Ordinarv,  and  then  the  case  came  to  this 
House.  In  the  course  of  the  discussions  here, 
LoUey*^  Case  was  mentioned ;  it  was  mentioned  at 
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at  the  bar,  and  some  discussion  took  place  with  18S4. 
respect  to  it,  but  the  main  point  was  this :  — where 
was  the  domicile?  The  pursuer  was  an  officer  _  « 
domiciled  originally  in  Scotland,  but  he  had  taken 
a  house  at  Durham,  and  had  remained  there  for 
the  education  of  his  children.  Lord  Eldon  was 
inclined  to  think  from  the  facts  as  they  appeared, 
that  Durham  should  be  considered  his  domicile, 
and  not  Scotland ;  he  thought  that  question  had 
not  been  sufficiently  considered  in  the  Courts  be- 
low, Lolleyh  Case  also  having  been  decided  after  the 
judgment  in  Scotland ;  the  point  in  that  case  had 
not  been  before  the  Court  of  Session;  and  he 
thought  also,  there  was  spme  doubt  as  to  the  oper- 
ation of  the  deed  of  separation  upon  the  question 
of  domicile.  These  three  points  occurred  to  the 
mind  of  the  learned  Judge,  and  to  Lord  Redesdale, 
who  sat  with  him. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  was  thought  ad- 
visable that  the  case  should  be  sent  back  to  the 
Court  of  Session,  in  order  that  it  might  consider 
these  questions,  and  see  what  effect  they  would 
have  upon  the  Judgment.  The  pursuer  died  a 
short  time  afterwards,  and  the  case  fell  to  the 
ground — there  was  no  further  proceeding  in  it. 
Several  decisions  afterwards  took  place,  to  which 
my  noble  and  learned  friend  has  referred :  they 
are  all  collected  in  Mr.  Fergusson's  book,  where 
they  are  stated  with  great  accuracy.  There  was, 
among  others,  the  case  of  Rogers  and  Whiles  in 
1811;  the  parties  had  been  married  in  England, 
and  there  was  a  decree  for  a  divorce. 

There  was  afterwards  another  case,  in  which 
ultimately  a  decree  for  a  divorce  d  vinculo  malri* 
monii  was  given*     The  question  came  before  Lord 
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iSMi  Meadowbank,  a  judge  of  great  learning  and  ex<^ 
perience,  and  I  should  recommend  any  perscm  who 
doubts  what  the  law  of  Scotland  is,  upon  the  point; 
to  read  his  Judgment  in  that  cause.  After  he 
had  reviewed  the  case  and  sent  it  back  to  the  Coim 
missariesy  Judgment  of  divorce  a  vinculo  matrix 
monii  was  pronounced.  * 

Then  followed  the  case  oi  Hilary  and  Hilary^  c& 
Sugden  and  Jolly ^  of  Talk  and  Russell  Manners^ ' 
of   Humphrey  and    Wyatt^  in    1814,  where   the 
parties  had  been  married  in  Wales ;  and  the  case 
of  St.  Aubin  and  BankSy  in  the  same  year. 

All  these  cases  were  decided  according  to  what 
had  been  uniformly  considered  as  the  law  of  Scot> 
land.     The  case  o^  Gordon  and  Bye  come  on  after-^  • 
wards,  and  I  mention  it  particularly,  because   iii\ 
that  case,  there  was  a  division  among  the  Cook 
missaries.     In  consequence  of  what  had  occurredl 
here   respecting  the  decision   in  Lolly's  Case,f  a' 
majority  of  the  judges  of  that  Court  were  of  opin- 
ion that  they  had  no  right  to  interfere  by  divorce 
d  vinculo  matrimonii  with  an  English   marriage* 
The  case  went  afterwards  before  Lord  Meadow*^ 
bank,  who  gave  an  opinion  upon  it  corresponding 
with  his    former  Judgment  —  the  execution  was 
stayed,  and  it  was  intended  to  carry  the  case  before 
the  Court  of  Review. 

This  brings  me  to  the  case  of  Edminston^  which 
is  the  only  further  decision  with  which  I  shall; 
trouble  your  Lordships;  the  course  pursued  with 
respect  to  it  was  precisely  what  Lord  Eldon  meant 
to  take  place  in  the  case  of  Tovey  and  Undsey  ; 
he  thought  the  question  was  of  so  much  importance 
that  the  opinion  of  all  the  Scotch  Judges  should  be 
taken  upon  it.     In  the  case  of  Edminslon,   the^ 
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question  was  distinctly  raised.  The  question  put  18S4. 
was  this  :— -  Is  it  a  valid  defence  against  an  action 
of  divorce  in  Scotland,  on  account  of  adultery  com-  ^ » 
mitted  there,  that  the  marriage  was  celebrated  in 
England  ?  So  that  your  Lordships  see  the  ques- 
tion was  distinctly  put  to  the  Judges  —  not  the 
Judges  of  one  division  alone  —  not  the  Lord  Or- 
dinary alone — but  to  both  divisions,  and  the  Lord 
Ordinary.  The  Fifteen  Judges  were  unanimously 
of  c^inion  that,  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland, 
and  a  long  and  uniform  course  of  decisions,  it  was 
competent  for  the  Courts  of  Scotland  to  pronounce 
a  sentence  of  divorce  d  vinculo  matrimonii,  what- 
ever the  country  in  which  the  marriage  might  have 
taken  place,  and  without  reference  to  the  remedies 
f<H*  adultery  in  such  country.  In  the  bode  to 
which  my  noble  and  learned  friend  referred  your 
Lordships,  you  will  find  the  argument  of  the 
Judges  of  the  second  division  were  fully  given.  I 
have  read  them  with  attention,  and  they  have  satis- 
fied me  that  such  has  been  the  uniform  course  of 
proceeding  in  Scotland,  and  such  the  acknowledged 
law  of  that  country. 

I  have  already  observed  that  the  decisions 
of  the  Courts  of  a  country  are  evidence  of 
what  the  law  of  that  country  is.  The  decisions  of 
the  Courts  of  Scotland  are  uniform.  I  have  traced 
them  from  I696  down  to  the  present  time.  It  ap- 
pears, indeed,  that  the  decision  in  LoUej/^  Case  did 
for  the  moment  introduce  a  doubt  in  some  quarters, 
but  it  was  soon,  and  I  think  effectually,  removed 
by  the  decision  of  the  fifteen  Judges  of  Scotland  in 
t^e  case  of  Edminston.  Looking,  then,  anxiously 
at  the  subject,  and  inquiring,  as  well  as  I  have  beea 
able,  from  every  source,  what  the  law  of  Scotland 
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18S4.       is,  I  feel  that  sitting  here,  as  your  Lordships  do, 
as  a  Scotch  Court  of  Appeal  from  the  decision  of 

»• Scotch  Judges,   I  should  act  very  inconsistently 

with  my  duty  were  I  to  advise  your  Lordships  to 
reverse  the  decision  which  has  been  come  to  by 
the  Court  below.  I  consider  the  question  of  domi- 
cile to  be  clear.  The  other  question  as  to  the 
citation  was  almost  abandoned  at  the  bar.  My 
noble  and  learned  friend  went  fully  into  it  I  tliink 
it  is  free  from  doubt — The  domicile  of  Sir  George 
Warrender  is  admitted,  and  the  domicile  of  Lady 
Warrender  follows  as  a  matter  of  course,  unless  the 
deed  of  separation  makes  a  distinction.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  deed  of  separation  makes  no  dis- 
tinction. The  domicile  being  then  settled,  the 
place  where  the  supposed  adultery  was  committed 
being,  in  my  judgment,  immaterial,  and  the  uni- 
form  course  of  decision  in  Scotland  being  such  as 
I  have  stated,  I  think  it  impossible  that  any  serious 
doubt  can  be  entertained  with  respect  to  this  judg» 
ment.  We  are  to  decide  according  to  the  law  of 
Scotland. 

Upon  the  decision  in  Xo/feys  Case  I  pro- 
nounce no  opinion.  If  it  be  correct,  and  any 
inconvenience  should  result  from  the  conflict  of 
the  law  of  the  two  countries,  the  legislature  must 
apply  the  remedy :  these  are  considerations  which 
ought  not  to  lead  you  to  reverse  the  judgment  in 
this  case,  if  you  are  satisfied  of  its  correctness.  In-^ 
conveniences  arising  from  a  want  of  correspondence 
of  the  law  of  Scotland  with  that  of  England,  have 
from  time  to  time  been  remedied  by  the  legislature* 
Lord  Eldon  mentioned  his  intention  of  bringing 
in  sortie  bill  for  the  purpose  of  reconciling  other 
differences  between  the  laws  of  the.  two  countries.^- 
It  is  the  legislature  alone  that  is  competent  to  ap- 
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ply  the  remedy.      For  these  reasons,  I  humbly        1SS4. 
advise  your  Lordships  to  affirm  the  judgment 

Lord  Brougham.     My  Lords,  I  agree  entirely    ^^^^ 
with  my  learned  friend.     I  think  I  stated  that  this 
question  cannot  break  in  upon  Lollet/^s  Case  in 
whatever  way  it  is  disposed  of;  that  it  rests  on 
grounds  of  its  own :  Lollej/^s  Case  may  have  been 
decided  rightly    by  the   English   law,    while  this 
case  has  been  decided  rightly  by  the  Scotch  law, 
Lollei/*s  Case  touching  the  effects  in  England  of 
Scotch  divorces  of  English  parties,  and  this  case 
only  touching  the  effects  in  Scotland,  of  Scottish 
divorces  of  Scottish  parties,  so  far  I  agree  with 
what  my  learned  friend   has  stated.     If  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  I  said  what  is  given   in  the 
note  produced,  I  meant  this  —  Whatever  my  own 
opinion  may  be  on  the  decision  of  Lolle^s  Case,  I 
am  not  at  liberty,  sitting  as  a  Judge  of  one  of  the 
inferior  Courts,  and  not  of  the  supreme  Court  of 
Appeal,  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  dispute  that  decision. 
But  I  may  now  give  my  opinion  on  Lolley*%  Case 
sitting  in  the  supreme  Court  of  Appeal.    However, 
it  is  not  before  this  Court,  and  the  present  case  is 
not  at  all  affected  by  it.     I  quite  agree  that  it  is 
for  the  legislature  to  apply  an  apt  and  efficient 
remedy  to  any  inconvenience  that  arises  from  the 
present  conflict  of  the  laws  of  the  two  countries. 
That  conflict  may  form  a  very  fit  subject  for  the 
consideration  of  your   Lordships   at   some   other 
time. 

Lord  Lyndhursl.  I  read  those  passages  from 
the  printed  papers  referring  to  the  judgment  of 
the  noble  and  learned  lord.  I  do  not  find  them  in 
any  book  :  I  do  not  know  the  source  from  whi<iU 
they  are  taken. 
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18S4.  Lord  Brougham.     It  must  have  been  from  a 

x^^mmm     short  hand  writer's  note  ;   I  never  said  it,  except 
^^^^^     in  this  printed  appeal  case.     It  is  manifestly  very 
inaccurate,  and  not  even  intelligible* 


A  correct  statement  of  the  judicial  observations  made  by 
Lord  Brougham  (the  Lord  Chancellor)  in  M^CaHhy  v.  De 
CaiXf  so  far  as  they  relate  to  this  question,  has  been  extracted 
from  Vol.  2.  of  the  reports  of  Russell  and  Myine,  beginning  at 
p.  615)  and  is  here  subjoined. 
May  9.  The  Lord  Chancellor,  —  (After    a  short  preliminary  stEte- 

1831.         ment.) 

The  case  was  this.  A  person  of  the  name  of  Tuite  contracted 
a  marriage  in  this  country  with  an  Englishwoman,  the  tnkfit- 
riage  being  solemnised  in  England ;  but  he  being  himself^ 
Dane  by  birth,  fortune,  and  domicile.  He  afterwards  removed ' 
his  wife  from  this  country,  the  locus  contractus  (with  which  He 
appears  to  have  had  no  further  connection),  to  the  dominions  of' 
the  King  of  Denmark,  where  his  subsequent  domicile  coritidu^ 
to  be  ;  and  in  that  country  the  marriage  was  dissolved  by  a  vt- 
lid  Danish  divorce,  as  far  as  such  a  divorce  could  dissolve  it,  biit 
which  I  may  observe  in  passing,  could  by  the  law  of  this  coun- 
try have  no  operation,  as  was  fully  established  by  the  opinion 
of  the  twelve  judges,  who  solemnly  decided  after  argument, 
that  no  proceedings  in  a  foreign  court,  could  operate  to  dis- 
solve or  affect  a  marriage  celebrated  in  England, 

During  the  lifetime  of  Mrs.  Tuite,  and  subsequently  to  the 
divorce,  certain  arrears  of  an  annuity  which  she  enjoyed  under 
the  marriage  settlement,  accrued,  or  were  said  to  have  accraed, 
amounting  at  her  death  to  the  sum  of  7000/.     Prior  to  that 
event,  a  litigation  in  this  Court  had  been  commenced,  to  which 
the  claim  to  these  arrears  was  incident.     After  the  decease  of 
both  husband  and  wife,  the  result  of  the  suit  was,  to  put  the 
parties  representing  her  in  possession  of  those  arrears,  and  two 
sums  were  actually  recovered  and  paid  to  them,  amounting  m 
the  whole  to  3631/.;  and  the  whole  of  the  question  in  this  cause  ^ 
arises,  with  respect  to  those  sums,  it  being  a  conflict  between 
the  respective  personal  representatives  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Tuitej, 
upon  the  effect  of  a  correspondence  between   Mr.  Tuite  and 
Mrs.  Delattre,  the  sister  of  Mrs.  Tuite,  and  her  legal  adviser 
Mr,  Pinniger. 

Upon  that  correspondence  the  whole  question  in  dispute  ap* 
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pears  to  turn.  On  the  death  of  Mrs.  Tuite,  letters  are  written  1884. 
by  Mrs.  Delattre  representing  her  to  have  died  in  very  poor  cir-  *v^-v^^^ 
cumstances ;  so  much  so  that  her  debts  were  said  to  amount  to  wa»»«mi>«» 
more  than  all  the  little  property  she  lefl  could  satisfy,  even  in- 
cluding her  wearing  apparel.  Mr.  Tuite  in  reply,  writes  two 
letters  to  Mrs.  Delattre,  and  in  answer  to  her  application  to  that 
effect,  he  at  first  refuses  to  execute  a  power  of  attorney  to  re- 
ceive any  funds  that  may  become  due,  denying  his  rights,  be^ 
cause  he  insists  it  was  a  good  divorce,  (nor  indeed  had  it  been 
decided  till  LoUeys  Case  in  181S^-13,  that  a  foreign  divorce  was 
of  none  effect,  as  regards  an  English  marriage ;)  and  he  after- 
wards says :  "  If  such  a  power  is  required,  I  would  not  have 
'*  any  thing ;  her  family  is  most  heartily  welcome ; "  and  his 
language  in  another  letter  is  —  **  I  claim  nothing,  I  would  ac- 
«(  cept  of  nothing ;  nevertheless,  in  case  it  may  by  the  form  of 
**  your  law  be  requisite,  I  give  Messrs.  S.  and  L.  a  power  to 
*^  act  for  me."  How  entirely  he  relied  upon  the  marriage  as 
being  in  other  respects  at  an  end,  is  manifest  from  the  fact,  that 
besides  giving  up  the  claim  to  the  property  of  the  deceased  lady, 
be  calls  her  by  the  name  of  Mrs.  Trefusis,  which  was  the  name 
she  bore  before  she  became  his  wife.  It  must,  therefore,  at 
least  be  admitted,  that  in  giving  this  which  is  called  his  renun- 
ciation, the  husband  laboured  under  two  capital  errors,  one  of 
law,  the  other  of  fact :  the  one  not  superinduced  by  any  sup« 
pression  of  circumstances  on  the  part  of  Mrs.  Delattre  and  her 
agentj  whereas  the  other  may  be  said  to  have  arisen  from  their 
not  disclosing  facts,  which  there  is  every  reason  to  believe  they 
must  have  known ;  the  latter  an  error  which  if  they  did  not 
create,  they  had  at  least,  to  a  certain  degree,  a  share  in  main- 
taining. 

When  I  state  that  the  first  of  these  was  a  great  error  in  point 
of  law,  it  is  of  the  highest  moment  that  no  doubt  should  exist 
OB  a  matter  of  such  paramount  importance.  I  find  from  the 
note  of  what  fell  from  Lord  Eldon  on  the  present  appeal,  that 
his  Lordship  laboured  under  considerable  misapprehension  as 
to  the  facts  in  LoUey%  Case ;  he  is  represented  as  saying  he 
Will  not  admit  that  it  is  the  settled  law,  and  that  therefore  he 
will  not  decide  whether  the  marriage  was  or  not  prema- 
turely determined  by  the  Danish  divorce.  His  words  are,  <<  I 
**  will  not  without  other  assistance  take  upon  myself  to  do 
"so." 

Now,  if  it  has  not  validly,  and  by  the  highest  authorities  in 
Westminster  Hall  been  holdeu,  that  a  foreign  divorce  cannot 
dissolve  an  English  marriagei  then  nothing  whatever  has*  been 
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IS3^.  established.  For  what  was  LoUey%  Case?  *  It  was  a  case 
the  strongest  possible  in  favour  of  the  doctrine  contended  for. 
It  was  not  a  question  of  civil  right,  but  of  felony.  Lolley  had 
bond  Jidcy  and  in  a  confident  belief,  founded  on  the  authority 
of  the  Scotch  lawyers,  that  the  Scotch  divorce  had  effectually 
dissolved  his  prior  English  marriage,  intermarried  in  England, 
leaving  his  first  wife.  He  was  tried  at  Lancaster  for  bigamy, 
and  found  guilty  ;  but  the  point  was  reserved,  and  was  after- 
wards argued  before  all  the  most  learned  lawyers  and  judges  of 
the  day,  who  after  hearing  the  case  fully  and  thoroughly  dis- 
cussed, first  at  Westminster  Hall,  and  then  at  Serjeant's  Inn, 
gave  a  clear  and  unanimous  opinion,  that  no  divorce  or  pro- 
ceeding in  the  nature  of  divorce  in  any  foreign  country,  Scot- 
land included,  could  dissolve  a  marriage  contracted  in  England; 
and  they  sentenced  Lolley  to  seven  years'  transportation.  And 
he  was  accordingly  sent  to  the  hulks  for  one  or  two  years ; 
though  in  mercy,  the  residue  of  his  sentence  was  ultimately  re- 
mitted. I  take  leave  to  say,  he  ought  not  to  have  gone  to  the 
hulks  at  all,  because  he  had  acted  bond  fide y  though  this  did  not 
prevent  his  conviction  from  being  legal.  But  he  was  sent  not- 
withstanding, as  if  to  shew  clearly  that  the  Judges  were  con- 
fident of  the  law  they  had  laid  down  ;  so  that  never  was  there  a 
greater  mistake  than  to  suppose  that  the  remission  argued  the 
least  doubt  on  the  part  of  the  Judges.  Even  if  the  punishment 
had  been  entirely  remitted,  the  remission  would  have  been  on 
the  ground  that  there  had  been  no  criminal  intenty  though  that 
had  been  done  which  the  law  declares  to  be  felony. 

I  hold  it  to  be  perfectly  clear  therefore,  that  Lolley  &  Case 
stands  as  the  settled  law  of  Westminster  Hall  at  this  day :  it 
has  been  uniformly  recognised  since,  and  in  particular  it  was 
repeatedly  made  the  subject  of  discussion  before  Lord  EUloa 
himself,  in  the  two  appeals  of  Tovey  v.  Lindsay  f  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  when  I  furnished  his  Lordship  with  a  note  of  Lolley  % 
Case,  which  he  followed  in  disposing  of  both  those  cases,  so  far 
as  it  affected  them.  That  case  then  settled  two  points :  fint, 
that  no  foreign  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  a  divorce,  in  an  ec- 
clesiastical court,  could  effectually  dissolve  an  English  mar- 
riage ;  and,  secondly,  that  a  Scotch  divorce  is  not  such  a  pro- 
ceeding in  an  ecclesiastical  court  as  to  bring  the  case  withia 
the  exception  in  the  Bigamy  Act,  for  which  nothing  lesf 
than  the  sentence  of  an  English  ecclesiastical  court  is  su^ 
ficient* 


•  See  Russ.  k  Ry.  C  C.  237.  t  Do''-  117- 
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IRELAND. 

(court  of  chancery.) 

Henry  Seymour  Moore  Vande-^ 
LEUR,  Esquire,  Anne  Frances 
Vandeleur,  spinster,  and  Alice 
Stewart,  otherwise  Vandeleur,  ^Appellants; 
willow,  the  younger  children  of 
the  Right  Hon.  John  Ormsby 
Vandeleur,  deceased        -        -J 

Crofton  Moore  Vandeleur,  Esq.  ^ 
the  eldest  son  of  the  said  John 
Ormsby    Vandeleur,    and  the 
Right    Hon.    Thomas    Burton 
Vandeleur,  one  of  the  Judges  I  ^  , 

of  His  Majesty's  Court  of  King's  ^      ^ 
Bench  in  Ireland,  and  Crofton 
Fitzgerald,  Esq.,  executors  of 
the  last  will  and  testament  of  the 
said  John  O.  Vandeleur  -J 


1835. 

VjbMDELEUa 
VAHDXLKUIU 


Bj  a  marriage  settlement,  in  consideration  of  the  wife's  fortune, 
and  to  make  a  suitable  provision  for  her  and  her  issue,  N.  the 
settlor  conveyed  lands  in  trust  upon  the  usual  limitations  in 
marriage  settlements,  with  terms  for  raising  portions  of 
younger  children,  with  a  proviso  for  cesser  of  the  terms  upon 
satisfaction,  &c.  It  is  then  declared  and  agreed  that  the 
lands  &c.  shall,  in  the  first  place  &c.,  stand  and  be  charged 
with  the  several  sums  due  for  the  portions  of  the  brothers  and 
sisters  of  N.  the  settlor  amounting  to  15,900/.,  and  by  the 
judgments  and  bonds  set  forth  in  a  schedule  to  tlie  deed,  and 
amounting  to  12,700/.  The  deed  contained  the  usual  cove- 
Dants  for  title,  &c.      In  the  covenant  against  incumbrance 

VOL.    IX.  M 
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1835.  were  the  following  exceptions :'' other  than  and  except  the 

'^^'v^^^  "jointure  of  700/.  for  the  mother  of  ¥•  the  settlor,  and  other 

▼ANDBLiuK         c(  ^Ij^u  hjijI  except  the  several  sums  due  by  judgments  or 

▼AMDCLBcrm.        *'  bonds  to  the  different  persons  in  the  schedtde  hereunto  an- 

"  nexed,  amounting  to  12,700^,  and  also  other  than  and  except 
"  the  sum  of  15,000/.  (the  portions  due  to  the  brothers  and 
«  sisters  of  V.  the  settlor) ;  of  all  and  every  of  which  said  se- 
"  veral  sums  the  said  lands  and  premises  are  hereby  charged,*' 
and  except  quit  rents  and  leases.    In  the  covenant  for  fur- 
ther assurance  there  was  by  reference  a  similar  exception 
"  except  as  before  excepted.'*    Some  of  the  debta  named  in 
the  schedule  were  debts  of  the  settlor.    The  others  were  debts 
of  his  father. 
The  settlor  by  his  will  directed  that  a  judgment  entered  on  a 
bond  of  A.  B.  (which  was  one  of  the  bond  debts  df  the  tes* 
tator  mentioned  in  the  schedule  to  the  settlement,)  should  be 
satisfied  by  his  executors,  the  same  having  been  paid.     He 
died  in  1828,  having  during  his  life  paid  off  part  of  the 
15)000/.  charged  on  the  estate  under  his  father's  settlement 
for  his  younger  brothers  and  sisters,  and  also  some  of  his  fa- 
ther's dfebts,  and  some  of  his  own  debts,  mentioned  in  the 
schedule,  in  ease  of  his  settled  estates.     Heldy   reversing 
the  decree  in  the  Court  below,  that  the  debts  enumerated  in 
the  schedule  to  the  settlement,  and  such  parts  of  the  15,000/. 
as  remained  unpaid,  were  a  charge  on  the  lands^  which  were 
declared  to  be  the  primary  fund  for  payment  of  those  debts, 
and  that  the  personal  estote  was  exonerated. 


Jd  Y  an  indenture  of  release,  bearing  date  the  17th 
day  of  November,  1800,  and  made  between  the 
Right  Honourable  John  Orrosby  Yandeleur  of  the 
first  part,  the  most  noble  Charles  Marquis  of 
Drogheda  and  the  Lady  Frances  Moore,  youngest 
daughter  of  the  said  Marquis  of  Drogheda,  of  the 
second  part,  Richard  Earl  o£  Shannon  and  the 
Honourable  Francis  Nathaniel  Burton  of  the  third 
part,  and  William  Burton  and  Thomas  Burton 
Vandeleur,  Esquires,  of  the  fourth  part,  (being  the 
settlement  executed  in  contemplation  of  the  aiar- 
riage  then  intended  to  be,  and  which  was^shortly 
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aifter  duly  had  and  solemnized,  between  the  said     ^^^• 
John  Ormsby  Vandeleur  and  the  said  Lady  Frances 
Moore,)  certain  hereditaments  in  the  counties  of         <" 
Limerick    and   Clare,   of   which    the  said  John 
Ormsby  Vandeleur  was  seised  in  fee,  were  con- 
veyed and  assured  by  the  said  John  Ormsby  Van- 
deleur, from  and  afler  the  said  marriage,  to  the 
use  of  the  said  John  Ormsby  Vandeleur  for  his 
life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  con- 
tingent remainders  :  and  after  the  decease  of  the 
said  settlor  to  the  use  of  the  said  William  Burton 
and  Thomas  Burton  Vandeleur,  for  the  term  of 
ninety-nine  years  from  the  said  settlor's  decease, 
to  secure  the  jointure  c^  Lady  Frances  Moore ; 
and  subject  thereto,  and  to  the  said  jointure,  and 
the  powers  and  remedies  for  payment  thereof  to 
the  use  of  the  last  named  trustees,  for  a  term  of 
500  years,  for  raising  the  sum  of  10,000/L  as  por- 
tions for  the  younger  children  of  said  maniage ; 
and  subject  thereto  to  the  use  of  the  first  and 
other  sons  of  the  marriage,    severally  and  suc- 
cessively according  to  their  respective  priorities  in 
tail  male,  and  in  default  of  such  issue  to  the  use  of 
the  settior  in  fee. 

-  The>  siettlement  was  expressed  to  be  made  in 
eonsideratidn  ^f  tbe  intended  marriage,  and  of  the 
sum  di  6000f.;  the  marriage  portion  of  Lady 
Frances  Moore,  and  for  making  a  suitable  provi- 
sion for  Lady  Frances  Moore  and  her  issue  by 
John  Ormsby  Vandeleur,  and  for  settling  and  as- 
suring the  hereditaments  thereinafter  released 
upon  such  trusts,  amd  to  and  for  such  uses,  intents, 
and  purposes^  and  under  and  subject  to  such  pro- 
visoes, limitations,  and  agreements  as  were  there-' 
tnailer  mentioned,  and  declared  of  and  conoernin^ 
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1835.      the  same  ;  and  after  the  limitations  before  stated^ 
▼AWDtttuR    ^"d  the  declarations  of  the  trusts  of  the  said  two 


r. 
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terms  of  99  years  and  500  years,  and  immediately 
following  the  proviso  for  cesser  of  the  latter  term, 
the  settlement  contained  the  following  declar- 
ation :  — 

"  Provided  always  and  it  is  hereby  declared  and 
agreed  by  and  between  the  parties  to  these  pre- 
sents, that  all  and  every  of  the  said  towns,  lands, 
"  tenements,  hereditaments,  and  premises  hereby 
"  granted  and  conveyed  shall  in  the  first  place 
*<  stand  and  be  charged  and  chargeable,  and  the 
**  same  are  hereby  declared  to  be  charged  with  the 
**  several  sums  due  for  the  portions  of  the  brothers 
"  and  sisters  of  the  said  John  Ormsby  Vandeleur, 
**  amounting  to  the  sum  of  15,900/.,  and  by  judg- 
"  ments  and  bonds  hereinafter  mentioned,  and 
"  which  said  several  sums  are  particularly  set  forth 
"  in  a  schedule  hereunto  annexed,  and  amount  to 
'*  the  sum  of  12,700//' 

Then  followed  a  power  for  the  settlor  to  jointure 
future  wives,  and  a  power  of  leasing,  and  then 
the  covenants  for  title :  the  covenant  against 
incumbrances  was  expressed  as  follows  :  —  "  And 
"  that  free  and  clear  or  freely  and  clearly  ac- 
"  quitted,  exonerated,  and  discharged  or  other- 
"  wise,  by  the  said  John  Ormsby  Vandeleur,  his 
"  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  well  and 
**  sufficiently  saved,  defended,  kept  harmless,  and 
**  indemnified  of,  from,  and  against  all  and  all  man-^ 
"  ner  of  former  and  other  gifts,  grants,  bargains, 
"  sales,  mortgages,  jointures,  dowers,  right  and  title 
"  of  dower,  portions,  uses,  trusts,  wills,  entails, 
•*  statutes,  recognizances,  judgments,  extents,  ex- 
**  ecutions,  and  of  and  from  all  and  singular  other 
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**  estates,  titles,  troubles,  charges,  and  incum-  ^  'isss. 
-*•  bran ces  whatsoever  had,  made,  done,  committed, 
**  or  suffered  by  him  the  said  John  Ormsby  Vande- 
"  leur  or  by  any  of  his  ancestors,  or  by  any  person 
•*  or  persons  claiming  or  to  claim  from,  by,  or  under 
**  them,  or  any  of  them,  or  under  their  or  any  of 
**  their  acts,  means,  assent,  consent,  or  procure- 
**  ment,  other  than  and  exceptthe  jointure  of  700/. 
•*  yearly  provided  for  Alice  Vandeleur  widow, 
"  mother  of  the  said  John  Ormsby  Vandeleur,  dur- 
"  ing  her  life,  and  other  than  and  except  the  seve- 
**  ral  sumis  due  by  judgment  or  bonds  to  the  differ- 
"  ent  persons  in  the  schedule  hereunto  annexed, 
*•  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of  12,700/., 
**  and  also  other  than  and  except  the  sum  of 
"  15,900/.,  the  portions  due  to  the  brothers  and 
**  sisters  of  the  said  John  Ormsby  Vandeleur,  with 
**  all  and  every  of  which  said  several  sums  the  said 
*•  lands  and  premises  are  hereby  charged,  and  other 
"  than  and  except  the  quit  rents  issuing  and  pay- 
"  able  out  of  the  said  lands  and  premises,  and  other 
*•  than  and  except  such  leases  of  the  said  lands  and 
**  premises  as  have  been  heretofore  really  and  bond 
^^Jide  made  to  the  tenants  thereof.*'  And  the 
covenant  for  further  assurance  made  a  similar  ex- 
ception by  reference  to  the  foregoing  covenant 
^*  (except  as  before  excepted*'). 

Some  of  the  debts  enumerated  in  the  schedule 
to  the  settlement  were  debts  previously  contracted 
by  the  settlor,  and  to  which  he  was  personally 
liable.  The  rest  were  debts  contracted  by  his  father 
and  predecessor  in  estate,  Crofton  Vandeleur. 
The  15,900/.  for  portions  was  charged  on  the  es- 
tates  by  the  marriage  settlement  and  will  of  his 
father,  Crofton  Vandeleur. 

M  3 
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18S5.  John  Ormsby  Vandeleur  being  also  seised  in 

^wir»    ^^®  ^^  '^®  lands  of  Moyne  and  Ballymote  (excla- 
im sively  of  the  settled  estates),  and  being  also  pos- 

VAVDBLIUft.  1        /»  ^  1  til 

sessed  of  a  large  personal  estate,  made  and  pub- 
lished his  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  bes^ 
ing  date  the  7th  of  August,  1828  (duly  attested 
for  the  passmg  of  real  estates),  and  thereby,  after 
sundry  bequests  to  his  wife  and  daughters,  devised 
the  lands  of  Moyne  and  Ballymote  to  Thomas 
Burton  Vandeleur  and  Crofton  Fitzgerald  CroftoB 
until  the  Respondent,  Crofton  Moore  Vandeleui^ 
should  attain  the  age  of  twenty.^even  year%  to  be 
applied  as  thereinafter  directed,  and  subject 
thereto  to  the  use  of  his  said  son  Crofton  Vande* 
leur  for  life,  with  several  remainders  over:  and 
as  to  the  rents  of  the  lands  of  Moyne  and  Bally* 
mote,  so  to  be  taken  and  received  by  Thomas 
Burton  Vandeleur  and  Crofton  Fitzgerald,  the 
testator  directed  that  the  same  should  be  in- 
vested from  time  to  time  in  government  funds^ 
and  also  the  dividends  payable  thereon,  to  accumu- 
late until  his  said  son  Crofton  should  attain  the  age 
of  twenty-seven  years,  or,  if  he  should  die  before 
attaining  that  age,  until  such  time  as  he  would 
have  attained  that  age  in  case  he  had  lived ;  and 
the  testator  (Urected  such  rents  and  profits,  and  all 
accumulations  thereof,  to  form  part  of  his  resi- 
duary estate,  to  be  disposed  of  as  thereinafter  di- 
rected. The  testator  then  directed  (among  other 
things)  that  a  certain  judgment  entered  on  one 
Andrew  Browne's  bond  (which  was  one  of  the 
bond  debts  of  the  testator  mentioned  in  the  sche- 
dule to  the  settlement,)  should  be  satisfied  by  his 
executors^  the  same  having  been  paid :  and  as  to 
all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder,  of  the  testator's 
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property,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  (except  IS35. 
his  books,  pictures,  and  plate,)  he  left  the  same  to  vaiidel«u» 
Thoraas  Burton  Vandeleur  and  Thomas  Crofton  «'• 
ritzgerald,  in  tiust  for  his  younger  child  or  chil^ 
dren,  his  or  their  heirs,  executors,  and  adminis- 
trators, as  to  so  much  thereof  as  with  the  sum  he, 
she,  or  they  should  be  entitled  to  under  his  (the 
testator's)  marriage  settlement  would  make  the 
sum  therein  mentioned  for  each  and  every  of  his 
said  children,  such  children,  if  more  than  one,  to* 
take  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants ; 
and  as  to  the  residue  thereof,  in  trust  to  pay  the 
interest  or  annual  produce  to  his  (the  testator's) 
wife  during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  in  trust 
for  his  younger  child  or  children,  his,  h^,  or  their 
executors  and  administrators,  in  equal  shares  if 
more  than  one,  and  as  tenants  in  common.  The 
testator  appointed  the  Respondents  Thomas  Burton 
Vandeleur  and  Crofton  Fitzgerald  executors  of 
his  will,  and  the  Respondent  Thomas  Burton  Van- 
deleur guardian  of  his  children  until  they  should 
respectively  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 

John  Ormsby  Vandeleur  died  on  the  9th  of  No- 
vember, 1828,  without  having  altered  or  revoked 
his  will  (which  was  shortly  afterwards  proved  by 
the  executors  therein  named),  leaving  Lady  Frances 
Vandeleur  his  widow,  and  four  children,  viz.,  the 
Respondent  Crofton  Moore  Vandeleur,  his  eldest 
SOD  by  I^dy  Frances,  and  (as  such)  tenant  in  tail 
male  of  the  settled  estates  under  the  limitation  to 
tbe  first  aon  of  the  marriage^  and  the  Appellant 
Henry  Seymour  Moore  Vandeleur  his  only  other 
son,  and  two  daugliters,  viz.,  the  Appellants  Anne 
Frances  Vandeleur  and  Alice  Stewart  widow,  him 
surviving. 
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1835.  John  Ormsby  Vatideleur,  during  his  life-time, 

v^[li^^»  paid  off  part  of  the  sum  of  15,900/.  to  his  brothers 
and  sisters,  and  also  some  of  his  father's  debt& 
comprised  in  the  schedule  to  the  settlement,  and 
also  some  of  his  own  debts  contained  in  the 
schedule,  and  declared  such  payments  to  be  in 
ease  of  his  settled  estate. 

On  the  4th  of  January,  1831,  a  bill  was  filed  by 
the  Respondents  Thomas  Burton  Vandeleur  and 
Crofton  Fitzgerald,  the  executors  of  the  testator, 
in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  against 
the  Respondent  Crofton  Moore  Vandeleur  and  the 
Appellants  and  Lady  Frances  Vandeleur  (since  de- 
ceased), stating,  amongst  other  things,  that  the 
testatoi^'s  widow  and  younger  children  insisted  that 
the  debts  or  sums  paid  off  by  the  testator  during 
his  life,  he  being  tenant  for  life  only  of  the  lands 
charged,  should  still  be  considered  as  subsisting 
charges,  and  should  form  part  of  the  testator's  per- 
sonal estate,  but  that  the  Respondent  Crofton 
Moore  Vandeleur,  on  the  contrary,  insisted  that 
sucli  payments  were  made  in  exoneration  of  the 
estates ;  and  as  to  such  of  the  scheduled  debts  as 
were  the  testator's  own,  and  remaining  unpaid  at 
his  death,  that  his  personal  estate  was  the  primary 
fund  for  payment  of  them.  The  bill  prayed  that 
the  rights  of  the  several  parties  to  the  personal 
estate  of  the  testator  might  be  declared  by  the  de- 
cree of  the  Court,  and  that  the  Piaintifis,  the 
executors,  might  be  entitled  to  administer  the  same 
pursuant  to  such  decree,  and  that  the  trusts  of  the 
testator's  will  as  to  his  personal  estate  might  be 
carried  into  effect,  and  that  if  any  accounts  should 
appear  to  be  necessary  for  that  purpose  that  the 
same  might  be  decreed  to  be  taken. 
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The  Respondent  Crofton  Moore  Vandeleur  filed  l«.^5. 
his  answer  to  the  bill  on  the  6th  of  May,  1831, 
thereby  insisting,  among  other  things,  that  as  to 
such  of  the  debts  as  were  the  proper  debts  of  John 
Ormsby  Vandeleur,  and  had  not  been  paid  by  him, 
the  Respondent  Crofton  Moore  Vandeleur  was  en- 
titled to  have  the  same  paid  out  of  the  personal 
estate  of  John  Ormsby  Vandeleur,  as  being  the 
primary  fund  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  John 
Ormsby  Vandeleur. 

Replication  having  been  filed,  evidence  was  given 
by  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  suit  to  prove  the  settle- 
ment and  the  payment  made  by  the  settlor  of  part 
of  the  sum  of  15,900/.  and  some  of  the  debts  in  the 
schedule  to  the  settlement,  and  to  prove  the 
will  of  the  testator :  and  evidence  was  given  by 
the  Respondent  Crofton  Moore  Vandeleur  to  prove 
that  the  payments  made  by  the  settlor  as  aforesaid 
were  in  ease  of  the  settled  estate. 

The  cause  was  heard  on  the  12th  of  May,  1832, 
before  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  and  by  the 
decree  of  that  date  it  was  referred  to  Mr.  Connor, 
one  of  the  Masters,  to  inquire  and  report  as  to  the 
debts  specified  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  settle- 
ment, whether  any  and  which  of  them  had  been  paid, 
by  whom  all  such  debts  respectively  were  con- 
tracted, whether  judgments  had  been  entered  on 
any  and  which  of  the  debts,  and,  if  so,  whether  any 
and  which  of  such  judgments  had  been  satisfied  or 
directed  so  to  be,  and  all  particulars  relating  to 
such  debts. 

The  Master  made  his  report  pursuant  to  the 
decree,  bearing  date  the  22nd  of  June  1832,  and 
thereby  found,  amongst  other  things,  that  the 
debts  (Specified  in  the  schedule  were  as  stated  in 
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1RS5.       the  list  set  out  in  his  report,  which  list  comprised, 
▼liti^l^*    amongst  other  sums,  the  following  items :  viz., 
^  No.  1.    Bond  and  warrant  of  John 

Ormsby  Vandeleur  to  Mrs.  Doro- 
thea Burton,  dated  9th  of  January 
1796,  in  the  penalty  of  2,400i 
conditioned  for  tJie  payment  of        j^*  1,200    0    0 

No.  6.  Bond  of  John  Ormsby 
Vandeleur  to  Mr.  John  Daxon  in 
the  penalty  of  6,800/,  conditioned 
for  the  payment  of        .         -         -  ^3,400    0    0 

No.  8.  Bond  of  same  to  the  Re- 
verend Mr.  Whitty,  in  the  penalty 
of  1,000/.,  conditioned  for  the  pay- 
ment of ^500     0    0 

The  Master  further  found  that  the  three,  debts 
last  specified  as  Nos.  1.  6.  and  8.  still  remained 
unpaid  (besides  two  sums  of  400/L  and  600/., 
marked  Nos.  2.  and  S.  in  the  list  last  referred  to, 
being  sums  due  on  bonds  of  the  testator's  father 
Croflon  Vandeleur,  and  comprised  in  the  schedule 
to  the  settlement) :  and  he  found  that  the  sum  of 
1^200/.,  No.  1.  in  the  list,  mentioned  to  be  secured 
by  the  bond  and  warrant  of  John  Ormsby  Vande* 
leur  to  Mrs.  Dorothea  Burton,  was  a  debt  con- 
tracted by  John  Ormsby  Vandeleur  and  secured 
by  the  bond  of  John  Ormsby  Vandeleur  to 
Mrs.  Dorothea  Burton,  bearing  date  the  9th  day 
of  January  1796,  and  that  no  judgment  had  been 
entered  on  the  bond:  that  the  sum  of  3,400^ 
(No.  6.  in  the  list),  mentioned  to  be  due  on  the 
bond  of  John  Ormsby  Vandeleur  to  John  Daxon, 
and  the  sum  of  500^  (No.  8.  in  the  list),  men*^ 
tioned  to  be  due  on  the  bond  of  John  Ormsby 
yandeleur  to  the  Reverend  Mr.  Whitty,  were  debts 
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coDtracted  by  John  Ormsby  Vandeleur ;  and  the  18.S5. 
Master  further  found  that  the  sum  of  3^4fOOLf  in  ^"^^^vk 
the  schedule  mentioned  to  be  due  on  bond  to  *- 
Mr.  John  Daxon,  was  composed  of  three  several 
sums  secured  by  separate  bonds  perfected  by  John 
Ormsby  Vandeleur  to  John  Daxon  ;  one  dated 
SOth  of  July  1796,  for  2000i,  conditioned  for 
payment  of  1000/.,  upon  which  judgment  was 
entered  in  his  Majesty's  Court  of  Exchequer  in 
Ireland  as  of  Hilary  Term  1797 }  one  other  dated 
1st  August  1797f  for  2,800/.,  conditioned  for  pay- 
ment  of  1,400/.,  upon  which  judgment  was  entered 
in  said  Court  of  Exchequer  as  of  Easter  Term 
1799 ;  and  the  third  of  the  bonds  dated  2nd  April 
1800,  in  the  penalty  of  2000/.,  conditioned  for  pay* 
ment  of  lUOO/.,  upon  which  judgment  was  entered 
in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  as  of  Michaelmas  term 
1810 :  and  that  the  said  several  judgments  were 
in  Easter  term,  1825,  duly  assigned  to  certain 
persons  therein  named,  in  whom  they  were  then 
vested:  and  the  Master  further  found,  that  the 
sum  of  500/1,  stated  in  the  list  to  be  due  on  the 
bond  of  John  Ormsby  Vandeleur  to  the  Reverend 
Mr.  Whitty^  was  a  debt  secured  by  the  bond  of 
John  Ormsby  Vandeleur  to  the  Reverend  Irmine 
Whitty,  bearing  date  the  15th  of  August,  1796,  itt 
the  penalty  of  1000/.,  and  that  judgment  was  en- 
tered on  that  bond  in  his  Majesty's  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  in  Ireland  as  of  Trinity  term,  1799^  and 
that  such  judgment  was  then  outstanding. 

No  exceptions  being  taken  to  the  report,  it  was 
confirmed  ;  and  the  cause  was  heard  on  further 
directions  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland 
on  the  1st  and  10th  of  December,  ISSS,  and  the 
14>th  and  15th  of  January^  1833,  and  on  the  35th 
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1835.  of  May,  1833,  when  his  Lordship,  by  an  order  of 
that  date,  declared  that  as  to  such  of  the  debts  and 
charges  in  the  schedule  to  the  settlement  of  1800 
as  were  paid  off  by  the  testator  in  his  life-time, 
the  same  were  not  subsisting  charges  on  the 
settled  estates,  but  that  the  same  were  paid  off  in 
ease  of  such  estates ;  and  it  was  further  ordered 
and  declared,  that  as  to  the  sums  of  1200/.,  3400/L, 
and  500/.  in  the  list  or  schedule  to  the  Master's 
report  mentioned,  and  found  to  have  been  debts 
contracted  by  John  Ormsby  Vandeleur,  and  to  be 
still  due  and  unpaid,  the  personal  estate  of  John 
Ormsby  Vandeleur  was  the  primary  fund  for  the 
payment  of  the  same,  and  the  Plaintifi^  admitting 
assets  in  their  hands  sufficient,  afler  the  payment 
of  the  other  debts,  funeral  expenses,  and  express 
pecuniary  legacies  bequeathed  by  the  will  of  John 
Ormsby  Vandeleur,  it  was  ordered  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs  (the  Respondents  Thomas  Burton  Vanddeur 
and  Grofton  Fitzgerald)  out  of  the  surplus  of  the 
personal  estate  of  John  Ormsby  Vandeleur  should 
pay  the  same ;  and  it  was  further  ordered  that  the 
Plaintiffs  should  be  paid  their  costs  in  the  cause 
out  of  the  personal  estate  of  John  Ormsby  Vande- 
leur, and  that  the  several  Defendants  should  abide 
their  own  costs. 

The  appeal  was  from  this  order,  complaining 
only  of  that  part  of  it  which  declares  the  testator's 
personal  estate  the  primary  fund  for  payment  of 
the  said  debts,  and  directs    payment  accordingly. 

For  the  Appellants,  Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr. 
Knight. 

The  principle  of  decision  which  is  applied  to 
cases  arising  upon  wills,  does  not  apply  to  thi&diEise. 
The  different  funds  in  the  former  case  beloi^  to 
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the  same  person.     Here  the  personal  estate  be-       1835. 
longed  to  the  settlor,  the  real  estate  to  the  son. 
Some  of  the  charges  as  the  father's  debts  did  not  v 

belong  to  the  settlor.     These  it  is  admitted  under  ' 
the   decree  are   to  be   borne  by  the  real  estate. 
There  is  no  reason  why  the  debts  should  be  intro- 
duced and  provided  for  by  the  settlement,  except 
for  the  relief  of  the   personal   estate.     Noel  v. 
Noel  *,  is  a  strong  authority  on  this  point.     All 
debts  not  already   liens   were   made   so  by  the 
deed.     If  the   estate  had  been  sold  it  must  have 
been  for  a  price  minus  the  amount  of  the  debts. 
The  purchaser  could  not  in  that  case  contend  that 
he  was  not  bound  to  pay  them ;  and  if  the  executor 
paid    the    debts,   he  might  come  upon  the  pur- 
chaser for  repayment.     The  claimants  here  are  not 
volunteers.     Children  having  a  title   to  portions 
charged   upon  land  by  a  deed  of  settlement  are 
purchasers  as  much  as  if  they  had  advanced  money. 
The  intent  of  the  deed  was  to  settle  what  remained 
after  payment  of  the  charges.     Here  the  estate  was 
the  son's,  and  the  father's  assets  were  not  to  be 
liable.     The  bonds  were  not  originally  charges, 
but  were  coupled  with  those  which  were  so.     The 
object  of  the  charge  of  his  own  debts  in  a  family 
settlement  cannot  be  for  the  benefit  of  creditors. 
There  was  no  contract  with  them.     Could  the  set- 
tlor in  his  life-time  have  been  compelled  to  pay  in 
exoneration  of  his  settled  estates?  according  to 
the  covenants,  rightly  construed,  the  real  estate  is 
to  exonerate  the  personal. 

For  the  Respondents,  Mr.  Jacobs  and  Mr.  Parry. 

There  is  no  sufficient  evidence  on  the  face  of 
the.  settlement  of  the  17th  November,  1800,  to 

•  MSS.  Cases,  182*:,  and  12  ^'''ce,  214. 
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1835.       shew  that  it  was  the  mtention  of  die  settlor  to  re- 
vAMDiLsoR     licve  his  personal  assets,  or  to  transibr  from  his 
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personal  estate  to  his  real  estate  (made  the  subject 
of  such  settlement),  the  primary  liability  to  pay  the 
debts  in  question ;  and  as  the  settlement  does  not 
affect  to  deal  with  the  settlor's  personal  estate  in 
any  manner,  or  to  make  any  provision  for  the 
younger  children,  or  other  objects  of  the  setde- 
ment,  which  might  be  payable  thereout^  there  is 
nothing  in  the  deed  to  raise  a  necessary  inference 
of  such  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  setdor. 

The  lands  made  the  subject  of  the  setdement 
were  already  liable  to  payment  of  such  of  the 
sums  mentioned  in  the  schedule  as  were  charges 
on  the  lands,  or  secured  by  judgments  against  the 
settlor ;  and  the  clause  declaring]  that  the  lands 
should  <^  in  the  first  place  be  diargedi  &c/'  was,  in 
effect,  with  regard  to  those  sums,  only  an  exceptiM 
of  previous  incumbrances,  or  a  declaration  diat  the 
conveyance  to  the  uses  of  the  settlement  was  mad^ 
as  the  settlor  had  alone  power  to  make  it,  subject 
and  without  prejudice  to  prior  charges ;  and  die 
words  **  first  place "  were  not  meant  to  have  any 
reference  to  the  setdor's  personal  estate,  or  to  make 
the  lands  the  fund  for  payment,  as  between  them 
and  the  personal  estate ;  but  only  that  the  suiAs 
already  charged,    and  the    sums   thereby  made 
charges,  should  stand,  with  respect  to  the  limit* 
ations  of  the  settlement,  as  a  prior  mortgage  would. 
The  exception  in   the  covenant  against  incum- 
brances was  inserted  only  as  a  common  form,  where 
the  estate  is  conveyed  subject  to  any  specific  t>riar 
incumbrances,  and  was  not  meant  to  relieve  the 
settlor's  personal  estate  from  the  payment  of  any 
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debts,  or  in  any  way  to  affect  the  administration       1BS5. 
of  his  assets.  ""^1!?^!^. 

Although  real  estate  maybe  considered  the  fund  _,  ^, 
primarily  liable,  in  cases  in  which  charges  have  been 
created  in  their  origin  and  nature  inherent  on  the 
land,  and  for  the  payment  of  which  the  land  was 
the  security  contemplated  by  the  parties,  that  prin- 
ciple does  not  extend  to  cases  in  which  (as  in  the 
present)  there  have  been  pre-existing  debts  con- 
tracted by  the  settlor,  and  of  which  his  personal 
estate  has  received  the  benefit  In  order  to  exempt 
the  personal  estate  from  its  primary  liability,  a 
clear  intention  must  appear :.  a  dealing  by  the 
debtor  with  real  estate  as  being  liable  (as  was  the 
case  here  with  respect,  in  particular,  to  the  debts 
{Secured  by  judgments  against  him,)  is  not  suflScient 
evidence  of  an  intention  to  make  such  real  estate 
the  exclusive  or  primary  fund  for  payment;  and  with 
regard  to  those  sums,  and  also  such  of  the  settlor's 
debts  as  were  not  secured  by  judgments,  in  order 
to  take  from  the  personal  estate  its  primary  liability, 
there  must  be  an  intention  not  only  to  charge  the 
settled  estate  but  to  discharge  the  personal  estate. 

The  issue  of  a  marriage,  claiming  under  the  mar- 
riage setdement,  are  objects  of  the  settlor's  bounty ; 
and  the  case  of  vendor  and  vendee,  where  the  pur- 
chaser who  takes  by  his  contract,  subject  to  ex- 
isting incumbrances,  deducts  from  the  purchase 
money  a  sum  equivalent  to  the  amount  of  such  in- 
cumbrances, does  not  govern  the  present  case,  in 
vhich  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  application 
of  the  ordinary  rules  relative  to  the  administration 
of  the  assets  of  a  deceased  debtor. 
.  In  reply :  It  is  argued  that  there  is  no  difference, 
between  a  deed  and  will  as  to  the  construction  of 
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1 835.        words.     This  cannot  be  supported  as  a  general 
tlTwr^*     proposition.     This  question  is  mentioned  by  Lord 
•-  Eldon   in   Noel  v.  Noel.  •     The  reasons   for  the 

decision  in  Serle  v.  St.  Eloy  f  are  not  satisfac- 
tory :  but  the  judgment  might  be  supported  by  cir- 
cumstances  not  appearing  in  the  report  The  tes- 
tator as  between  himself  and  creditors  could  not 
exonerate  the  personal  estate.  But  with  respect 
to  volunteers  he  might  do  so.     In  a  will  a  man 

disposes  of  his  own  property  gratuitously;  but 
marriage  settlement  is  a  matter  of  contract  For 
this  reason  the  Court  upon  marriage  articles  model 
the  limitations  by  the  intent  In  wills  there  is  no- 
thing to  guide  the  Court  but  the  words.  Serle  v. 
St.  Eloy  has  at  most  only  established  the  rule 
as  to  a  will,  if  more,  it  is  opposed  and  overruled 
by  Noel  v.  Noel :  so  much  of  the  estate  as  is  sub- 
ject to  the  charge  passed  from  the  settlor  upon  the 
execution  of  the  settlement 


May,  15.        The  judgment  was  moved  by  Lord  Brougliam^ 
as    follows  :  —  John    Ormsby    Vandeleur    being 
seised  in   fee-simple  of   estates   in   the    counties 
of  Limerick  and  Clare,  on  his  inter-marriage  in 
1800  with  the  Lady  Frances  Moore,  in  considera- 
tion of  that  marriage,  and  of  6,000/.,  her  portion, 
conveyed  these  estates  to  trustees  in   trust  for 
himself  for  life,  and  afler  his  decease  for  two  terms, 
to  raise  younger  children's  portions,  and  secure  a 
jointure  to  his  widow  ;  remainder  in  strict  settle- 
ment on  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  marriage, 
with  remainder  to  the  settlor  in  fee.     A  proviso  is 
expressly  added  to  the  following  effect,  covering* 
the  whole  estates  put  in  settlement :  f *  Provided 

•  Ant>,  p.  169.  t  2  p.  W.  386. 
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"  always,  and  it  is  hereby  declared  and  agreed  by       1835. 

"  and  between  the  parties  to  these  presents,  that 

•*  all  and  every  of  the  said  towns,  lands,  tenements,  » 

*•  hereditaments,  and  premises  hereby  granted  and 

^*  conveyed,  shall,  in  the  first  place,  stand  and  be 

•*  charged  and  chargeable,  and  the  same  are  hereby 

"  declared  to  be  charged  with  the  several  sums  due 

"  for  the  portions  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the 

•*  said  John  Ormsby  Vandeleur,  amounting  to  the 

*«  sum  of  15,900/.,  and  by  judgments,  and  bonds 

*<  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  which  said  severalsums 

*«  are  particularly  set  forth  in  a  schedule  hereunto 

*«  annexed,  and  amount  to  the  sum  of  12,700/1'* 

A  covenant  follows  against  incumbrances,  *'  with 
^*  the  exception  of  the  several  sums  due  by  judg- 
"  ments  or  bonds  to  the  different  persons  in  the 
<*  schedule  hereunto  annexed,  amounting  in  whole 
**  to  the  sum  of  12,700/.,  and  also  other  than  and 
•*  except  the  sum  of  15,900/.,  the  portions  due  to 
"  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  said  John  Ormsby 
**  Vandeleur,  with  all  and  every  of  which  said 
'^  several  sums  the  said  lands  and  premises  are 
**  hereby  charged." 

There  is  also  a  covenant  for  further  assurance, 
but  with  the  like  exception.  It  says,  <*  Except  as 
"  before  excepted,"  referring  to  the  exception  in 
the  preceding  covenant. 

What  the  settlor  may  have  done  afterwards  sig- 
nifies  not  y  nevertheless  he  showed  that  he  con- 
sidered he  had  burthened  his  settled  estates  with 
the  debts;  for  on  paying  off  part  of  the  portions 
(15,900/.)  of  his  brothers  and  sisters,  and  also  part 
of  the  debts  in  the  (12,700/.)  schedule,  he  declared 
such  payments  to  be  made  in  ease  of  the  settled 
estate. 
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18S5.  It  is  further  to  be  observed,  that  part  of  the 

debts  in  the  original  schedule,  and  part  of  those 
»  paid  off,  were  contracted  by  the  settlor's  father, 

and  part  were  his  own  debts. 

A  bill  having  been  filed  by  the  executors  of 
John  Ormsby  Vandeleur,  against  his  eldest  son, 
and  the  younger  child  and  the  widow,  to  have  the 
rights  of  the  parties  declared,  the  trusts  of  the  will 
carried  into  effect,  and  the  necessary  accounts 
taken,  and  answers  having  been  put  in  by  the 
Defendants,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to 
ascertain  what  debts,  comprised  in  the  schedule, 
remained  unpaid,  and  by  whom  these  were  con- 
tracted. The  Master  reported  that  there  were 
three  bonds  unpaid,  one  of  1200/.,  one  for  3400/., 
and  one  for  500/.,  in  all  of  which  John  Ormsby 
Vandeleur  was  the  obligor ;  the  two  last  only  being 
secured  by  judgments;  the  first  by  a  warrant,  on 
which  no  judgment  had  been  entered  up. 

This  report  being  confirmed,  the  question  which 
alone  was  agitated  between  the  parties  below,  or 
is  in  contest  before  your  Lordships,  came  before 
the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland  for  his  decision — 
Whether  the  estates  which  the  settlor*s  eldest  son, 
Crofton  Moore  Vandeleur,  took  under  the  settle- 
ment, were  so  charged  with  the  debts  in  the 
schedule,  reported  still  due  to  the  amount  of  5100i, 
that  they  fell  upon  him,  or  were  a  charge  on  the 
personal  estate,  to  be  borne  first  of  all  by  that 
estate  in  exoneration  of  the  real  ?  His  Lordship 
held  that  the  personal  must  exonerate  the  real 
estate,  as  being  the  fund  primarily  liable,  and 
directed  that  the  surplus  of  this  personal  estate 
should  be  so  applied,  after  payment  of  the  debts 
not  in  the   schedule,  the    funeral  expenses   and 
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*'  express  pecuniary  legacies."     His  Lordship  did       1835. 
not  allow  any  party  costs  except  the  plaintiffs,  the     ^i^i^^^^ 
executors,  who  were  to  be  paid  out  of  the  personal     ^^^j^ 
estate. 

This  decree  is  brought  here  by  appeal;  the 
noble  and  learned  Lord  who  made  it  having 
expressed  considerable  doubt  respecting  the  ques« 
tion,  and  having  recommended  the  judgment  of 
this  House  being  taken  ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  decree  is  erroneous  and  ought  to  be  reversed, 
excepting  only  as  regards  the  costs  of  the  suit 
below. 

As  between  volunteers,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
whatever  of  the  rule ;  nor  can  there  be  any  doubt 
of  what  amounts  to  a  case  of  volunteers,  or  how  it 
would  be  as  between  debts  and  an  estate  partly 
real,  partly  personal,  but  the  real  estate  continuing 
in  the  disposal  of  the  devisor  at  his  death,  and  only 
charged  by  his  will  with  the  debts,  without  any 
words  of  exclusive  charge,  or  words  exonerating 
the  personalty.  In  all  such  cases  the  personal 
estate  is  primarily  liable,  and  must  relieve  the  real, 
on  which  debts  are  charged,  unless  they  have  been 
charged  on  that  realty  exclusively  in  exoneration 
of  the  personalty. 

This  exclusive  charge  may  be  either  in  express 
terms  or  by  manifest  intention,  gathered  from 
construction,  the  intention  of  the  testator  being  the 
sole  rule ;  and  even  if  the  parties  here  were  to  be 
considered  as  equally  volunteers,  we  should  be 
entitled  to  examine  the  instrument  in  question^ 
with  the  view  of  ascertaining  whether  or  not  the 
personalty  was  intended  to  be  exonerated.  Hence 
this  case  may  be  regarded  in  two  lights.  First,  as 
it*  the  questions  lay  between  volunteers  ;  and  next 
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18S5.       upon  the  ground  of  the  holder  of  the  estates  being 
TAKDMij*    a  purchaser  under  the  settlement. 

»•  I.  If  we  had  the  case  of  volunteers  to  consider, 

the  question  would  turn  upon  the  intention  oi  the 
settlor  to  relieve  the  personal  estate  and  charge 
the  real  exclusively.  Has  he  shown  such  an 
intention  in  this  case  ?  The  words  are  strong } 
the  estates  are  declared  to  be,  in  the  first  place, 
charged  with  the  debts  which  are  set  forth  in  a 
schedule  for  the  purpose  of  specifying  to  what 
charge  precisely  the  settled  estates  are  to  be 
subject,  what  burthen  they  are  to  bear.  In  the 
covenants  too  he  excepts  those  same  debts.  He 
covenants  that  the  objects  of  the  settlement,  the 
estates,  are  free,  and  discharged,  and  saved  harm- 
less against  all  debts  and  charges,  except  the 
jointure  of  his  mother,  and  except  the  debts 
scheduled ;  and  he  covenants  for  further  assuring, 
but  not  against  the  debts  scheduled.  It  may  be 
observed,  too,  on  the  principle  of  noscUur  e  sociis^ 
that  the  only  exceptions  besides  these  debts  are 
those  of  the  family  debts  or  brothers'  portions 
and  the  mother's  jointure,  both  of  which  are 
unquestionably  charged  on  the  estates  and  on  those 
only;  the  personalty  has  nothing  to  do  with 
them. 

But  for  this  exception  in  these  covenants  for 
quiet  enjoyment  and  further  assurance,  the  per- 
sonal would  have  been  liable  in  respect  of  incum- 
brances, as  well  as  in  respect  of  deficient  convey- 
ance. What  then  is  the  object  of  the  exception  ? 
Plainly  to  exempt  the  personal  estate  from  even- 
tual burthen  in  the  one  case,  and  certain  liability  in 
the  other,  from  those  debts. owing.  There  seems, 
therefore,  some  reason  to  hold  that,  even  regarded 
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as  a  case  of  volunteers,  the  personalty  might  be       1895. 
held  exonerated  in  the  peculiar  circumstances  of    yj^kdilkd* 
this  settlement.     But  the  other  is  the  principal  •• 

ground  ot  my  opinion. 

II.  The  tenant  in  tail  in  possession  takes  under 
tlie  settlement,  and  he  takes  as  a  purchaser.  Sup- 
pose Mr.  Vandeleur  had  sold  his  estate,  and  left  it 
charged  with  the  debts  in  the  hands  of  the  pur- 
chaser, it  is  plain  that  the  purchaser  would  have 
been  liable  not  only  to  pay  the  creditors  if  they 
had  gone  against  him,  but  if  they  had  gone  against 
the  executors  or  other  personal  representatives  of 
the  vendor,  the  purchaser  would  have  been  liable 
to  repay  whatever  was  thus  obtained.  Now  how 
is  this  different  from  the  present  case  ? 

It  is  said  that  the  purchaser  must  have  been 
liable,  because  he  had  paid  so  much  less  price  for 
an  estate  so  much  the  less  valuable  as  the  charge 
amounted  to.  In  all  probability  he  would  have 
done  so  ;  but  it  is  not  of  necessary  consequence  ; 
he  might  have  had  the  caprice  or  the  kindness  to 
pay  the  same  price,  or  he  might  reckon  on  all  the 
debts  being  paid  off;  and  still  the  estates  would 
have  been  liable  in  his  hands  if  they  should  not  be 
paid  ;  and  at  all  events  this  circumstance,  of  the 
diminished  price,  is  an  accident  and  not  a  circum- 
stance essential  to  the  question,  and  which  can 
govern  its  merits. 

The  settlor,  when  he  leaves  the  estate  charged, 
means  to  give  so  much  less  —  means  to  put  in 
settlement  so  much  less  property.  We  never  can 
say  that  this  was  not  considered  by  him  in  his 
settlement.  He  would  answer  —  "  Had  I  not 
•*  charged  the  debts  on  those  two  estates,  I  should 
'<  only  have  put  the  Limerick  estate  in  settlement, 
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1855.       «  and  left  out  the  Clare  estate  altogether,  in  which 
"  case  I  might  have  sold  it  and  paid  the  debts.** 
••  But  is  it  quite  correct  to  say  that  the  objects  of 

the  settlement  do  not  give  less  in  the  bargain  in 
consideration  of  the  estate  being  charged  ?    On 
the  contrary,  may  it  not  be  considered,  that,  if 
they  had  been   free,   the   Lady  Francis  Moore's 
portion  would  have  been  more  than  6000/.  ?     Or 
if  they  had  been  free  and  so  the  eldest  child  had 
been  better  off,   may  we   not  suppose   that  her 
Ladyship  would  have  been  satisfied  with  a  smaller 
jointure?    The  whole  transaction  must  be  viewed 
together,  and  all  the  provisions  are  parts  of  one 
scheme,  one  plan,  one  agreement.     But  it  is  quite 
enough  to  say,  that  the  amount  of  what  is  given 
on  either  side  never  can  enter  into  our  argument 
in  the  consideration  of  a  settlement,  because  the 
purchasers  under  it  take  not  on  paying  any  price, 
but  in  a  wholly  different  way.     They  execute  their 
part  of  the  consideration,  as  it  were,  through  the 
parties  to  the  marriage-contract.     The  settlor  was 
here   one  of  those,  and  he   expressly  gives  the 
estate  to  the  settlement  subject  to  the  debts,  and 
thereby  makes  the  issue  of  the  marriage  take  only 
so  much  as  remains  after  payment  of  these.     No 
conceivable   distinction    can    therefore    be   taken 
between  such  purchasers  under  a  settlement  and 
any  others ;   the  one  class  are  as  little  volunteers 
as  the  other.     The  simplest  and  plainest  view  of 
the  case  seems  to  be  this.     What  did  the  settlor 
convey  ?     What  did  he  put  into  the  settlement  of 
real  estate?     Was  it  the  whole  estates  or  was  it 
only  those  estates  after  deducting  certain  debts  in 
the  schedule  ?    That  the  amount  of  these  remained 
undetermined  till  his  death,  because  he  might  pay 
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part  of  them,  (as  he  did  in  point  of  fact,)  makes  ^^ 
no  difference.  It  only  makes  the  deduction  an 
uncertain  sum  —  the  thing  deducted,  a  sum  un- 
certain in  amount  during  his  life ;  but  the  thing 
in  respect  of  which  the  deduction  was  to  be  made 
was  quite  clear  all  the  while.  It  was  the  debts 
scheduled,  to  such  an  amount  that  as  might  re- 
main of  them  unpaid,  that  is,  whatever  of  those 
debts  scheduled  remained  such,  remained  in  exist- 
ence as  debts  on  his  the  settlor's  decease. 

Lastly  —  It  seems  impossible  to  allow  this  de- 
mand or  the  equities  of  the  parties  to  be  affected 
by  anything  that  was  done  by  the  settlor  after  his 
marriage.  All  rights  must  be  taken  to  be  as  they 
were  established  at  the  date  of  the  conveyance, 
otherwise  a  party  might  alter  the  rights  of  others 
by  things  done  after  the  contract  was  completed. 
Hence,  neither  any  directions  in  his  will  nor  the 
state  of  his  affairs  at  his  decease  could  possibly 
alter  the  construction,  always  of  course  excepting 
the  circumstance  of  his  paying  off  the  debts,  for 
that  is  expressly  contemplated  by  the  word  debt, 
on  which  the  whole  is  grounded  by  the  nature  of 
the  charge.  And  this  last  observation  applies  not 
merely  to  any  argument  sought  to  be  raised  on  the 
exoneration  of  the  personalty  by  express  words  in 
the  will,  in  so  far  as  one  of  the  scheduled  debts  is 
concerned,  and  none  other  —  a  provision  which 
plainly  could  never  prove  anything,  because  what- 
ever impression  the  testator  and  settlor  might  have 
had  on  his  mind  when  he  made  his  will,  the  only 
question  is  what  he  did  long  before  by  the  settle- 
ment. But  the  observation  applies  also  to  the 
whole  argument  for  the  view  taken  in  the  decree, 
because  that  view  proceeds  upon  the  principle  of 
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^^^^\  the  personal  estate  continuing  liable  at  the  testa- 
tor's death,  and  so  exonerating  the  real  assets  de- 
scended. 

The  cases  of  Noel  v.  Noel^t  and  Ward  v. 
Waring 'ft  contain  matter  which  confirms  the  view 
which  I  have  felt  it  necessary  to  take  of  this  ques- 
tion, though  they  do  not  come  up  to  decisions 
upon  the  point 

The  decree  appealed  from  ought  to  be  reversed, 
and  it  should  be  declared  that  the  debts  in  the 
schedule,  reported  unpaid  at  the  testator's  death, 
are  a  burthen  on  the  settled  estates  in  the  coun- 
ties of  Limerick  and  Clare,  and  that  the  per- 
sonal estates  of  the  testator  in  the  hands  of  the 
executors  the  plaintiff  are  exonerated  therefrom. 
In  other  respects  the  decree  ought  to  stand,  and 
no  parties  have  any  costs  except  the  executors 
(p]ainti£&),  who  are  to  have,  according  to  the 
decree,  their  costs  of  the  suit  below,  and  also  of 
this  appeal,  out  of  the  personal  estate. 


May  15*       It  is  declared,  that  the  debts  reported  Iq  the  schedule  to  the 
18S5  Master's  report,  to  be  unpaid    at  the  death  of  the  testator, 

are,  and  ought  to  stand  as  a  trust  upon  the  settled  estates 
in  the  counties  of  Limerick  and  Clare,  and  that  the  personal 
estate  of  the  testator,  in  the  hands  of  the  executors,  the 
plaintiffs  in  this  suit,  ought  to  be  exonerated  thereA*oni ;  and 
it  is  ordered  and  adjudged  that  so  much  of  the  decree  com- 
plained of,  as  declares  the  personal  estate  to  be  the  primary 
fund  for  the  payment  of  the  several  sums  of  1200/.,  3400/., 
and  500/.  therein-mentioned  be  reversed.  And  it  is  further 
ordered,  that  the  executors  the  plaintiffs  are  to  have  their 
costs  of  the  suit  in  the  said  Court  of  Chancery  out  of  the 
personal  estate,  according  to  the  directions  of  the  said  decree, 
and  that  they  do  also  have  their  costs  of  this  appeal  out  of 
the  same  estate. 

•  12  Price,  p.  700.  D.  P.  1823.  MSS.        f  7  Vesey,  332. 
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ENGLAND. 

(court   of   CHANCERY.) 

Richard   White,  Francis  JenksI 

BuRLTON,    Vincent   Wheeler,  V  Appellants; 
and  James  Eysam  Graham   -    -  J 

Job  Walker  Baugh  and  Thomas  1  _  ,    ^ 

^  \  Respondents. 

JdEALE  -  •  "  •  "J 

A  receiver  in  order  to  obtain  sureties,  enters  into  an  agreement 
with  them,  that  A.  the  partner  of  one  of  the  sureties,  shall  at. 
tend  upon  the  receipt  of  the  rents  of  the  estates,  and  that  they 
shall  be  paid  into  a  bank  at  L.,  in  the  name  of  the  sureties; 
and  that  all  monies  to  be  applied  for  the  purposes  of  the  re- 
ceivership, shall  be  drawn  for  by  checks  prepared  and 
written  by  A.  and  signed  by  the  receiver.  This  agree- 
ment having  been  acted  upon,  the  bank  at  L.  failed,  and  a 
loss  was  sustained.  The  account  was  then  transferred  to 
another  bank,  under  the  same  agreement,  when  another  lou 
ensued  by  failure  of  the  bankers.     Held,  upon  petition,  that 

.    the  receiver  was  responsible  for  the  amount  of  losses,  &c. 


IN  the  month  of  August,  1820,  the  Appellant 
Richard  White  was  proposed  and  was  subsequently 
appointed  to  be  receiver  of  the  estates  of  John  Sal- 
wey,  Esquire,  deceased,  in  a  cause  wherein  John 
Salwey  was  Plaintiff,  and  EHzabeth  Salwey,  and 
others,  were  Defendants.  Upon  his  appointment 
he  was  required  to  find  two  sureties,  and  the  Ap- 
pellant Francis  Jenks  Burlton  and  William  Adams 
(since  deceased),  who  was  represented  by  his 
executors,  the  Appellants  Vincent  Wheeler  and 
James  Eysam  Graham,  agreed  to  become  and  be- 
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18S5.  came  such  sureties,  and  entered  into  a  recogni- 
zance,  dated  the  10th  of  November,  1821,  in  the 
penal  sum  of  8000/.  in  the  usual  form. 

The  sureties  for  the  receiver,  as  the  condition 
upon  which  they  consented   to  become  sureties, 
stipulated  with  the  receiver  that  the  monies  which 
he  should  receive  in  his  character  of  receiver  should 
be  lodged  in  some  bank,  in  the  names  of  the  sure- 
ties, and  that  all  monies  to  be  applied  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  receivership  should  be  drawn  for  by 
checks  prepared  and  written  by  George  Anderson, 
a  solicitor  in  partnership  with  William  Adams  and 
that  the  checks  so  drawn  should  be  signed  by  the 
receiver  Richard  White,  and  expressed  to  be  "  on 
account  of  the  trustees  of  the  late  John  Salwey, 
Esquire,"  and  they  further  required  that  Anderson 
be  at  liberty  to  attend  with  the  receiver  on  the 
rent  days  to  receive  the  amount  of  rents,  which  it 
was  stipulated  should  be  afterwards  paid  into  the 
account  to  be  kept  with  the  bankers.     These  sti- 
pulations were  acceded  to  by  the  receiver,  and  an 
account  was  accordingly  opened  in  the  names  of 
the  said  sureties  with  the  firm  of  Giles,  Edward, 
and  James  Prodgers,  bankers  of  Ludlow,  and  which 
firm  afterwards  became  Edward  Prodgers  and  Co. 
There  were   some  .  incumbrances  affecting  the 
said  testator's  estates  which  bore  interest,  and  the 
bankers  had  a  general  authority  to  pay  such  in- 
terest to  the  parties  entitled  to  it  without  drafts 
being  drawn  for  the  same ;  but  with  that  exception 
the  bankers  had  no  authority  to  pay  any  money 
on  account  of  the  receivership,  except  the  same 
were  drawn  for  by  drafts  signed  by  the  receiver, 
Kichard  White,  and  expressed  to  be  "  on  account 
of  the  trustees  of  the  late  John  Salwey,  Esquire," 
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and  they  never  did  pay  except  on  drafts  in  that       1885. 
form. 

All  monies  received  on  account  of  the  re- 
ceivership were  paid  into  the  bank  of  Messrs. 
Prodgers  until  they  became  bankrupts,  at  which 
time  there  was  a  balance  of  1464/.  2s.  2d.  in  their 
hands  on  account  of  the  said  receivership.  The 
said  sum  of  1464/.  2s.  2d.  was  proved  under  the 
commission  as  a  debt  due  to  Richard  White  as  such 
receiver,  upon  the  joint  affidavit  of  himself  and  his 
sureties.  Soon  after  the  failure  of  Messrs.  Prodgers 
an  account  was  opened  with  Messrs.  Coleman, 
Morris  and  Sons,  of  Leominster,  in  the  names  of 
the  sureties,  and  the  same  arrangements  as  to  the 
payments  of  interest  and  honouring  the  drafts  of 
the  said  Richard  White  the  receiver,  were  made 
as  had  existed  during  the  time  the  account  was 
kept  with  Messrs.  Prodgers. 

An  account  was  also  opened  by  the  Appellant 
Richard  White  with  the  firm  of  Coleman  and  Wei- 
lings  of  Ludlow,  bankers,  but  this  was  not  opened 
in  the  names  of  the  sureties ;  it  was  headed  **  An 
account  between  the  firm  and  the  trustees  of  the 
late  John  Salwey,  Esquire,"  and  no  such  arrange- 
ment was  made  between  the  receiver  and  his  sure- 
ties with  respect  to  the  monies  placed  in  this  bank 
as  had  been  made  with  respect  to  the  monies 
placed  in  the  other  two  banks,  nor  was  any  ar- 
rangement at  all  made  between  them  as  to  such 
monies  placed  with  Coleman  and  WelUngs  of  Lud- 
low ;  but  the  receiver  paid  into  and  drew  from  this 
bank  at  his  own  discretion,  and  without  any  au- 
thority from  the  sureties  or  either  of  them  to  the 
firm  for  that  purpose.  Both  these  banks  failed  in 
the  month  of  March,  1826,  when  the  balance  of 
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18S5.  receipts  up  to  Midsummer,  1824,  in  the  bank  of 
Coleman,  Morris,  and  Sons,  at  the  time  of  their 
failure,  was  1120/.  5s.  5i^d.,  and  that  with  Messrs. 
Coleman  and  Wellings  was  259/.  2^.  8rf.  This  sum 
of  1120/.  5^.  5Jrf.  was  proved  under  the  commission 
against  Coleman,  Morris,  and  Sons,  in  the  name  of 
the  Appellant  Francis  Jenks  Burlton;  and  the 
other  sum  of  259/.  2^.  Srf.  was  proved  under  the 
commission  against  Coleman  and  Wellings  by  the 
Appellant  Richard  White.  The  whole  amount  of 
balances  of  receipts  to  Midsummer,  1824,  in 
the  hands  of  the  three  banking  houses,  was 
2843/.  10^.  3^d. 

Under  the  order  by  which   Richard  White  was 
appointed   receiver   he   was  directed  to  pay   his 
balances  from  time   to   time   into    the    bank   of 
England  in  the  name  of  the  accountant-general  of 
the  court  of  chancery  to  the  credit  of  the  cause ; 
but  on   the   6th  of  August,  1824,  an  order  was 
pronounced  on  petition  whereby  Richard  White 
the  receiver  was  directed  to  pay  to  Richard  Salwey, 
who  was  entitled  to  the   rents  and  profits  of  the 
estates  for  his  life,  the  sum  of  617/.  17^-  7d.  being 
the  balance  reported  due  from  him  on  the  passing 
his  accounts  to  Midsummer,   1822,    and  whereby 
the  receiver  was  also   directed   to  pay  the  future 
balances  upon  his  subsequent  accounts  up  to  Mid- 
summer, 1824,  as   the  same  should   from  time  to 
time  be  reported   due  from  him  by  the  master  as 
such  receiver  unto  the  said  Richard  Salwey.     On 
the  20th  of  July,   1824,  the  sum  of  61 7/.  17^.   7rf., 
which  was  the  actual  balance  reported   due  from 
the  receiver  to  Midsummer,  1822,  together   with 
164/.  19^.  Orf.  due  for  costs  was  by  a  draft,  trans- 
mitted to  Mr.  George  Henry  Dansey,  the  London 
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agent  of  Messrs.  Adams  and  Anderson,  with  the       1835. 
following  letter  addressed  to  him : — 

**  Dear  Sir, 

**  Re  Trustees  of  John  Salwey,  Esq. 

"  We  send  you  enclosed  a  draft  for  782/.  16^.  Td. 
"being  the  balance  of  Mr.  White's  account  as 
"  receiver,  up  to  Midsummer,  1822  ;  you  will  as 
"  before  pay  617/-  17^-  Id.  part  thereof  into  court 
"  to  the  credit  of  the  receiver,  and  164/.  19^.  Orf. 
"  residue  to  Messrs.  Still,  Strong,  and  Rackham. 
**  Be  so  good  as  to  acknowledge  the  receipt,  and 
"  send  us  the  vouchers  as  soon  as  you  have  pro- 
**  cured  the  same." 

Mr.  Dansey  on  the  22nd  of  July,  following, 
paid  the  sum  of  164/.  19^.  Orf.  as  directed  by  the 
letter,  and  at  the  same  time  requested  Messrs. 
Still,  Strong,  and  Rackham,  who  were  the  solicitors 
for  the  trustees  of  the  estates,  to  give  him  directions 
as  to  the  paying  into  court  the  said  sum  of 
617/.  17'5-  7^-  Mr.  Dansey  was  informed  by  Messrs. 
Still,  Strong,  and  Rackham,  that  the  agents  of 
Mr.  Salwey  had  requested  that  the  said  sum  of 
617/.  17^*  Id*  should  not  be  paid  into  court,  but 
should  be  paid  to  Mr.  Salwey,  and  that  a  petition 
for  that  purpose  was  about  to  be  presented,  and 
they  requested  him  to  hold  the  money,  as  they  had 
no  directions  for  paying  the  same  into  court  This 
was  communicated  to  Messrs.  Adams  and 
Anderson,  who  repeated  their  directions  to  Mr. 
Dansey  for  payment  into  court  of  the  said  sum  of 
617/^  V^s.  7rf»  Mr.  Dansey  again  called  on  Messrs. 
Still,  Strong,  and  Rackham,  when  they  informed 
him  that  an  order  had  been  pronounced  for  pay. 
ment  of  the  money  to  Mr.  Richard  Salwey,  and 
that  they  would  send  the  order  to  Mr.    Dansey 
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1835.  with  a  receipt  from  Mr.  Salwey  for  the  sum  of 
617/.  17s.  7rf.  Neither  this  order  nor  the  receipt 
was  ever  sent  to  Mr.  Dansey,  and  in  April,  1885, 
he  paid  the  sum  of  617/.  17^.  7d*  to  the  account 
of  Messrs.  Adams  and  Burlton,  with  Messrs. 
Coleman,  Morris,  and  Sons,  of  Leominster. 

Richard  Salwey  died  in  February,  1825,  and  his 
will  was  proved  by  the  Respondents,  two  of  the 
executors  thereby  appointed. 

William  Adams  died,  having  by  his  will  ap 
pointed  the  Appellants  Wheeler  and  Graham  his 
executors. 

Neither  the  receiver  nor  his  sureties  knew  of 
this  order  until  after  the  death  of  Mr.  Richard 
Salwey,  which  happened  on  the  5th  of  February, 
1825,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  order  was  in 
fact  drawn  up  in  his  life-time. 

The  will  of  Richard  Salwey  was  not  proved 
until  the  month  of  February,  1827,  and  no  order 
was  obtained  for  payment  to  his  representatives  or 
to  any  other  person  of  the  monies  directed  by  the 
order  of  the  6th  of  August,  1824s  to  be  paid  to  him. 

On  the  26th  of  July,  1827,  the  Respondents  Job 
Walker  Baugh  and  Thomas  Beale,  as  the  execu- 
tors of  Richard  Salwey  deceased,  presented  their 
petition  to  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  Sir  John  Leach, 
stating  the  principal  facts  before  mentioned,  and 
praying—"  That  it  might  be  referred  to  the  master 
**  (Mr.  Cross)  to  compute  interest  on  the  said  sum- 
"  of  2843/.  10s.  3^d.  from  the  time  when  the  same 
•bought  to  have  been  paid  by  the  said  Richard 
**  White,  and  that  the  said  Richard  White,  the 
"  executors  of  the  said  William  Adams,  so  far 
"  as  they  had  assets  of  the  said  William  Adams^ 
"and  the  said   Francis  Jenks   Burlton,   might  be 
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**  ordered  within  a  month  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  1835. 
"  2843/.  10^.  3^d.  to  the  petitioners,  as  the  execu- 
"  tors  of  the  said  Richard  Salwey,  and  to  pay  to 
**  the  said  petitioners  the  interest  on  the  said  sum 
"of  2845/.  10^.  3^rf.  when  the  same  should  be 
"  computed  by  the  said  Master  within  a  month 
"  from  the  date  of  the  said  Mastei-'s  certificate  or 
"  report  of  the  amount  of  such  interest,  and  if 
"necessary  that  the  said  recognizance  might  be 
^*put  in  suit  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  the 
"several  payments  aforesaid,  and  that  the  said 
"  Richard  White,  the  executors  of  the  said  William 
"Adams,   and   the   said  Francis  Jenks   Burlton, 

might  be  ordered  to   pay  the   petitioners  their 

costs  of  that  application,  and  of  the  said  reference 
"  and  incidental  thereto,  and  that  his  Honor  might 
"be  pleased  to  make  such  further  and  other  order 
"  therein  as  the  nature  of  the  case  might  require  and 
"to  his  Honor  should  seem  just.'* 

Affidavits  were  filed  in  support  of  and  opposition 
to  the  petition. 

The  petition  was  heard  on  the  29th  of  No- 
vember, before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  by 
order  of  that  date  dismissed  the  petition  as  against 
the  appellants  Francis  Jenks  Burlton,  Vincent 
Wheeler,  and  James  Eysam  Graham,  with 
costs,  and  referred  it  to  the  Master  to  take  an 
account  of  the  several  dividends  which  had  been 
received  on  the  sum  of  1464/.  2s.  2rf.  proved 
under  the  commission  of  bankrupt  awarded 
against  Edward  Prodgers,  the  sum  of  259/.  2^.  8d. 
proved  under  the  commission  of  bankrupt  awarded 
against  Thomas  Coleman  and  Edward  Wellings, 
and  the  sum  of  1133/.  5s.  4fd.  part  of  the  sum  of 
24f2^L  9s*  6d.  proved  under  the  commission  awarded 
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188^.  against  Thomas  Coleman,  John  Morris,  John 
Beebee  Morris,  and  Thomas  Morris,  and  to  tax 
the  appellants  Richard  White  and  Francis  Jenks 
Burlton  and  Vincent  Wheeler  and  James  Eysam 
Graham,  and  the  defendants  Elizabeth  Salweyt 
Theophilus  Richard  Salwey,  and  William  Rad- 
clyffe,  their  costs  of  that  application,  and  that 
the  appellant  Richard  White  the  receiver  should 
out  of  what  the  said  Master  should  find  to  have 
been  paid  to  him  on  account  of  such  dividend! 
pay  and  retain  such  several  costs  when  so  taxed, 
and  that  the  said  Richard  White  should  pay  the 
residue  thereof  and  all  future  dividends  to  be 
received  on  the  several  sums  thereinbefore  men- 
tioned,  as  the  same  should  from  time  to  time  be 
received  by  him,  to  the  said  petitioners,  and 
that  he  should  assign  all  such  future  dividends  to 
the  said  petitioners,  if  required  by  them  so  to  do, 
such  assignment  to  be  settled  by  the  Master  to 
whom  the  cause  stood  referred  in  case  the  parties 
differed  about  the  same. 

From  that  decision  the  respondents  presented 
their  petition  of  appeal  and  re-hearing  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor^  before  whom  the  same  was  heard  on 
the  8th  of  February,  1831,  and  on  the  following 
day  the  Lord  Chancellor  ordered  that  the  order  of 
the  29th  of  November,  1827,  should  be  reversed, 
and  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the  Master  to 
whom  the  cause  stood  referred  to  compute  interest 
upon  the  said  sum  of  2843/.  10^.  3^rf.  the  balance 
of  the  rents  of  the  estates  in  the  pleadings  men- 
tioned due  from  the  appellant  Richard  White  the 
receiver,  after  the  rate  of  four  per  cent,  per  annum^ 
from  the  time  the  same  ought  to  have  been  paid 
by  the  said  Richard  White,  and  that  the  appellants 
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Richard   White  and  Vincent  Wheeler  and  James        ISS5. 
Eysam  Graham,  the  executors  of  Wilham  Adams, 
deceased,  one  of  the  sureties  of  the  said   Richard 
White,  out  of  the  assets  of  the  said  William  Adams 
in  a   course   of  administration,  and  the  appellant 
Francis  Jenks  Burlton,  the  other  surety  of  the  said 
Richard  White,  within  a  month  from  the  date  of 
the  said  Master's  report  to  be  made  in   pursuance 
of  that  order  should  pay  to  the   respondents   Job 
Walker  Baugh  and  Thomas  Beale,  the  two  execu- 
tors of  the  said  Richard  Salwey  deceased,  the  said 
sum  of  2843/.  10^.  3.^rf.  and  what  the  said   Master 
should  certify  to  be  due  for  interest  thereon,  and 
in  default  thereof  it  was  ordered  that  the  said  re- 
spondents Job  Walker  Baugh  and  Thomas  Beale, 
should  be  at  liberty  to   put   the  recognizance  of 
the  said  appellant  Richard  White  and  his  sureties 
in  suit. 

The  appeal  was  against  this  order. 
For  the  appellants  Mr.  Knight  and  Mr.  Loftm 
Lowndes. 

It  was  necessary  that  the  monies  received  on 
account  of  the  estates  should  be  deposited  with 
bankers  for  safe  custody,  and  neither  the  appellant 
Richard  White  nor  either  of  his  sureties  ever 
applied  any  part  of  the  receipts  from  the  estates 
to  any  other  than  the  purposes  of  the  receivership, 
or  ever  mixed  up  the  same  with  their  private 
accounts ;  nor  did  they  or  either  of  them  derive 
any  advantage  from,  or  make  any  profit  by  the 
receipts,  beyond  the  salary  which  the  appellant 
Richard  White  received  as  such  receiver.  As  to 
the  monies  placed  in  the  bank  of  Messrs.  Coleman 
and  A¥ellings  they  were  not  affected  by  the 
arrangements  made  as  to  the  monies  deposited  in 
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]^^^  the  other  two  banks,  and  there  is  no  principle  upon 
which  the  appellant  Richard  White  can  be  made 
responsible  for  the  loss  sustained  on  the  balance  in 
those  banker's  hands  at  the  time  of  their  failure. 

As  to  the  monies  depoosited  with  the  other  two 
firms  of  Messrs.  Prodgers  and  Messrs.  Coleman, 
Morris  and  Sons,  the  arrangements  under  which 
the  monies  were  deposited  and  kept  at  those  two 
banking  houses  respectively,  were  adopted  for 
security  only,  and  not  for  any  advantage  to  either 
of  the  appellants  or  William  Adams  deceased,  and 
those  arrangements  did  not  place  the  monies  out  of 
the  control  of  the  receiver,  or  under  the  control  of 
any  other  person  than  the  receiver,  and  did  not 
expose  the  same  to  any  loss,  hazard,  or  prejudice 
greater  than  if  they  had  stood  in  the  name  of 
the  receiver  alone. 

A  receiver  is  not  liable  to  make  good  any  lo«8 
arising  from  the  failure  of  a  banker,  unless  some 
special  case  of  misconduct  or  neglect  shall  be 
proved  against  him,  and  in  this  case  none  such 
existed.  By  the  order  of  the  6th  of  August  1 8*4, 
the  receiver  was  prevented  from  paying  his  ba- 
lances into  court,  and  by  the  death  of  Richard 
Salwey  and  the  other  circumstances  stated,  he  was 
prevented  from  paying  those  balances  to  Richard 
Salwey  or  any  one  on  his  behalf.  The  direction  for 
payment  of  interest  contained  in  the  order  of 
the  9th  of  February  1831,  is  contrary  to  equity, 
and  is  not  warranted  by  any  circumstances  in  this 
case. 

For  the  Respondent,  Mr.  Wakefield. 

The  agreement  between  the  Appellants  Richard 
White  and  Francis  Jenks  Burlton,  and  William 
Adams,  deprived  the  Appellant  Richard  White  of 
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L(trd  Brougham.  —  Richard  White,  being  ap- 
pointed receiver  on  the  estates  of  J.  Salwey,  of 
\irhom  R.  Salwey  and  another  were  executors,  — 
was  required  to  find  the  usual  sureties,  and  pro- 
posed William  Adams  and  Francis  Boulter,  who 
were  approved  of.  But  it  afterwards  appeared 
that  in  order  to  obtain  the  suretyship  of  those 
persons,  and  particularly  of  W.  Adams,  he  had 
come  under  an  engagement  that  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  estate  should  be  paid  into  an  account 
to  be  opened  in  the  sureties'  names,  with  Messrs. 
Prodgers,  bankers  in  Ludlow ;  and  that  the  money 
in  this  account  should  only  be  drawn  out  by 
checks  to  be  filled  up  in  the  handwriting  of 
George  Anderson,  W.  Adam's  partner.  This 
partner,  G.  Anderson,  used  generally  to  attend 
the  audits,  and  to  receive  the  rents  as  White  col- 
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that  control  over  and  possession  of  the  monies  ^^^5- 
which  came  to  his  hands  as  receiver  which  it  was 
his  duty  to  retain,  and  prevented  him  from  duly 
executing  his  office  of  receiver,  and  he  kept  larger 
balances  in  the  hands  of  the  bankers  than  he  ought 
to  have  done.  The  repeated  failures  of  the  bankers 
did  not  induce  him  to  adopt  any  additional  pre- 
caution. 

It  was  the  duty  of  Richard  White  to  have  ob- 
tained orders  to  enable  him  to  pay,  and  to  have  paid 
such  balances,  or  the  greatest  part  of  such  balances, 
into  the  bank,  in  trust,  in  the  cause. 

The  several  sums  of  1064/.  is.  4fd.  and 
13J9L  7s.  lOe/^.,  making  together  the  sum  of 
Q84t3L  10s.  3^d.  less  the  dividends  which  have  or 
may  be  received  thereon  has  been  wholly  lost  by 
the  default  of  Richard  White. 
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1835.  lected  them;  and  he  paid  them  into  the  bank. 
Messrs.  Prodgers  were  also  the  bankers  of  the 
surety  Adams  and  his  partner,  who  kept  accord- 
ingly their  private  account  with  them  ;  but  the 
rents  were  carried  to  the  account  of  Adams  and 
Boulter,  the  sureties.  The  bank  broke  soon  after 
the  panic,  1825,  and  a  loss  of  1464/.  odd  was  in- 
curred. The  account  was  then  transferred  on  the 
same  terms  and  conditions  to  another  bank,  that 
of  Coleman  and  Well3'n,  and  they,  too,  broke, 
with  a  further  loss  of  1 133/.  odd,  to  the  estate  — 
in  all  2843A  odd.  The  question  is,  Whether  or 
not  the  receiver  is  answerable  for  this  loss;  and 
we  may,  in  the  first  place,  lay  out  of  view  the 
allegation  that  too  great  a  balance  was  kept  by  the 
receiver  in  the  bank,  because  an  order  had  been 
made  to  pay  the  money  to  Mr.  Salwey's  account; 
and  this,  on  the  death  of  Mr.  Salwey,  could  not 
be  altered  for  want  of  a  representative  —  the  ex- 
ecutors not  having  proved,  and  there  being  no 
administration.  I  leave  this  consideration  out  of 
the  question,  only  because  there  is  no  necessity 
for  deciding  upon  it ;  and  by  no  means  because  I 
would  have  it  to  be  understood  that  a  receiver  is 
free  from  the  duty  of  bestirring  himself  in  such 
circumstances,  or  that  he  could  not  have  obtained 
through  the  Court,  and  through  the  Ecclesiastical 
authorities,  the  means  of  supplying  the  represen- 
tation, so  as  to  have  the  order  altered,  and  the 
money  paid  into  Court.  But  it  is  unnecessary  to 
decide  one  way  or  another  on  this  part  of  the 
case.  The  question  is.  Whether  or  not  the  ar- 
rangement  as  to  drawing  and  filling  up  the  checks 
made  the  receiver  answerable,  supposing  he  in- 
curred no  responsibility  from  the  amount  of  tlie 
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balance  remaining  in  the  bank  ;  and  supposing  no       JS35. 
Other  neglect  or  default  to  have  been  committed 
in  guarding  the  fund  ? 

Now,  it  is  clearly  the  duty  of  the  receiver,  as 
an  officer  of  the  Court,  to  keep  in  his  own  hands 
the  control  over  the  fund.  It  is  admitted  that,  if 
he  had  parted  altogether  with  that  control,  he 
would  have  been  answerable,  whether  the  loss 
actually  incurred  could  be  traced  to  and  connected 
with  that  severance,  and  that  want  of  power  over 
the  fund,  or  not.  Does  it  make  any  difference 
that,  instead  of  entirely  departing  with  the  con- 
trol,  he  gave  a  veto  on  all  his  dealings  with  it  to  a 
mere  stranger?  The  surety's  partner,  George 
Anderson,  was  wholly  unknown  to  the  Court, 
which  reposed  its  confidence  in  its  own  officer,  the 
receiver,  and  looked  only  to  him.  The  acts  of  a 
stranger  it  had  no  power  over,  and  could  in  no 
respect  control  or  punish. 

Consider  the  position  of  the  fund  had  a  sudden 
run  come  upon  the  bank.  White,  on  hearing  it, 
was  bound,  in  discharge  of  his  official  duty,  and 
his  duty  to  the  Court,  instantly  to  draw  the  whole 
balance  out,  and  put  it  in  a  place  of  greater  safety. 
But  the  arrangement  which  he  had  made  pre- 
vented him  from  doing  this  without  the  concur- 
rence  of  Adams's  partner,  Anderson,  who  lived  at 
some  distance,  and  who,  even  had  he  lived  in  the 
same  town,  might  have  been  absent,  or  unable 
from  illness  to  act ;  and  who,  had  he  been  both  on 
the  spot  and  able  to  write  the  checks,  might  have 
been  unwilling,  and  refused.  He  might  have  been 
disposed  to  court  the  favour  of  his  bankers  at  the 
risk  of  the  estate.  He  might  have  drawn  all  hi:* 
own  money  out  and  recompensed  the  banker  l)y 
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J  835.      leaving  that  of  the  receivership  in ;  or,  to  prevent 
a  run  which  would  endanger  his  own  safety  in  the 
j^         bank,  he   might  have  exposed  the   receiverdiip 
fund  to  jeopardy;  and  all  this  he  might  have  done 
without  incurring  the  least  risk  himself;   for  he 
was  not  surety,  nor  in  any  way  bound  either  to  the 
Court  or  the  receiver.     But  without  making  any 
such  supposition,  and  only  considering  the  pro- 
vision made  for  the  checks  being  all  filled  up  by 
Anderson,  only  let  us  ask  ourselves  how  any  in- 
dividual would  like,  during  a  run  upon  his  bank- 
ers, to  have  his  hand  paralyzed  by  such  a  veto 
as  was  given  to  Anderson  ?     What  anxiety  would 
he  feel  during  the  delay  that  must  elapse  in  the 
interval  between  the  run  beginning  and  the  mes- 
senger  returning  with  the  check  filled  up  for  his 
signature  ?     Is   a  receiver  entitled  to  place  the 
custody  or  administration  of  the  fund  in  a  situation 
which,  in  the  case  of  any  individual  dealing  with 
his  own  estate,  would  be  the  source  of  such  dis- 
quiet  ?     Again,  no  person  in  his  own  case  would 
make  such  an  arrangement  without  extreme  neces- 
sity or  ample   equivalent.      Has  any  receiver  a 
right  to  treat  the  estate  committed  to  his  manage- 
ment, and  for  managing  which  he  is  answerable  to 
the  Court,  and  is  paid  by  the  estate  —  in  a  situa- 
tion in  which  neither  he  nor  any  one  else  would 
voluntarily  place  his  own  property?     Assuredly 
the  least  that  can  be  required  by  the  Court,  of  its 
officers  is  that  degree  of  diligence  and  care  which 
any  man  would  use  in  the  conduct  of  his  own 
affairs,  and  which  accordingly  the  law  expects  aod 
exacts  from  all  persons  acting  as  agents  in  the 
affairs  of  others  for  certain  pay  and  reward. 
But  we  have  been  considering  the  question  as  it 
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would  have  stood  if  tlie  veto  had  been  given  to  a        i  Hf55. 
stranger,  and  without  any  regard  to  the  receiver's 
own  interest,  or  without  a  view  to  any  benefit  ac-  f. 

cruing  thereby  to  himself.    This  was  not,  however, 
the  case  here.     The  veto  was  given  to  the  surety's 
partner,  and  the  receiver  was  thus  enabled  to  ob- 
tain  his  suretyship.     Now  the  Court  has  a  right  to 
a  security  quite  independant  of  the  receivership, 
and  not  a  security  which   is  to  be,   as  it  were, 
U'orked  out  of  the  estate  itself.      No  one  would 
find  it  a  very  hard  matter  to  get  a  surety,  if  he 
could  give  him  a  control  over  the  funds.     The 
receiver  who  is  paid  his  poundage  ought  to  be  a 
person   so   honest  and  of  such   a   character  for 
honesty,  as  to  obtain  security  without  any  such 
contrivance.     A  knave  might  become  receiver  and 
obtain  sureties,  on  such  terms  —  for  he  puts  into 
his  surety's  hands  the  power  of  preventing  the 
money  going  out  of  his  own.      Thus  a  knavish 
surety  and  a  dishonest  receiver  might  join  in  rob- 
bing the  estate.     But  it  is  enough  to  say  that  the 
Court  might  all  the  while  believe  that  one  man 
had  become  bound  for  the  good  conduct  of  another, 
when  he  had,  in  fact,  given  no  such  pledge,  nor 
incurred  any  risk  whatever.     There  is  a  deception 
thus  practised  on  the  Court,  which  is  induced  to 
beheve  that  a  receiver's  honesty  has  been  vouched 
for,  when  it  has  not 

Again,  an  interest  is  given  to  the  surety  or  his 
partner,  to  court  the  banker  by  keeping  the 
balance  of  tne  estate  account  large,  and  thereby 
obtaining  accommodation  on  his  own  private  ac- 
count»  Surely  no  such  risk  should  be  run,  and 
any  benefit  derived  from  the  account  should  go 
rather  to  the  estate  than  to  a  stranger.     But  if  it 
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18S5.  be  said  that  the  surety  can  only  put  the  receiver- 
ship  fund  in  jeopardy  at  his  own  risk,  because  the 
loss  will  certainly  fall  on  the  receiver  and  himself, 
if  it  can  be  traced  to  the  balance  being  left  too 
long  in  the  bank,  or  other  place  of  deposit,  then  I 
answer  that  there  are  three  considerations  sufficient 
to  destroy  the  whole  force  of  this  observation. 
Firsts  —  in  this  case,  it  was  not  the  surety  but 
his  partner,  who  had  the  veto.  Secondly^  —  neither 
the  surety  nor  the  receiver  might  have  been  made 
liable,  although  their  laches  in  removing  the  balance 
might  have  caused  the  loss :  for  there  might  have 
been  the  greatest  difficulty  in  tracing  the  con- 
nection between  the  loss  and  the  arrangement,  or 
in  proving  the  laches  of  itself  to  have  caused  the 
damage :  and.  Thirdly^  —  supposing  no  such  dif- 
ficulty to  exist,  the  .Court  and  the  estate  have  a 
right  to  avoid  all  risks  which  would  call  on  the 
surety,  and  indeed  the  receiver  —  for  it  is  by  no 
means  enough  to  say,  "  If  the  bank  breaks,  and 
"  the  receiver  or  the  surety  have  been  negligent, 
*'  we  come  upon  them/*  They  may  be  both  in- 
solvent as  well  as  the  bank  ;  they  may  be  broke 
by  the  failure  of  the  bank  ^  and  it  is  a  far  more 
safe  thing  for  the  fund  that  it  should  not  be  ha- 
zarded at  all,  than  that  it  should  be  hazarded  and 
the  surety  and  his  principal,  the  receiver,  resorted 
to  in  case  of  a  loss.  Any  man  had  much  rather 
his  money  were  kept  away  from  the  fire,  tlian  be 
told  that,  in  case  of  its  being  burned,  there  is  the 
guarantee  or  the  liability  of  the  man  who  is  sport- 
ing with  it.  His  answer  is,  **  Better  not  risk  it  at 
all/*  Now,  whatever  arrangement  risks  the  fire, 
and  makes  it  more  Hkely  that  the  Court  shall  have 
to  come  upon  the  receiver  and  his  surety,  is  a 
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breach  of  duty  for  which  the  receiver  is  answer-        i835. 
able.     Here  there  was  no  kind  of  necessity  for  the 
arrangement  in  question ;  but  it  was  advantageous  r 

to  the  receiver  in  the  same  degree  in  which  it  was 
detrimental  to  the  estate. 

What  has  been  said  may  serve  to  meet  any 
argument  raised  upon  the  circumstance  that  the 
velo  or  joint  contract  is  not  proved  to  have  occa- 
sioned the  loss.  It  must  be  observed  that  we 
never  can  be  quite  sure  of  this;  and  if  parties 
placed  in  the  situation  in  which  this  arrangement 
put  these  gentlemen  are  to  be  secure  against  pay- 
ing,  unless  they  can  be  shown  to  have  known  of 
the  run,  or  the  other  dangers  attending  an  invest- 
ment, they  will  not  be  half  so  curious  in  their  in- 
quiries as  they  would  be  in  their  own  case.  But, 
independent  of  any  such  consideration,  it  is  to  be 
remarked  that  on  all  hands  it  is  most  explicitly 
admitted  that  the  receiver,  wholly  parting  with  the 
control  of  the  fund,  would  have  made  him  an- 
swerable, whether  the  loss  had  arisen  from  thence 
or  no ;  and  this  rather  differs  in  degree  than  in 
kind,  from  the  fetters  imposed  upon  his  own 
custody  and  management  of  the  fund,  by  the 
receiver  sharing  it  with  another,  and  giving  that 
other  as  much  power  over  it  as  himself — such 
power,  indeed,  that,  without  fihng  a  bill  in  equity, 
and  obtaining  an  order  of  the  Court,  he  had  no 
means  of  drawing  out  one  shilling  of  the  fund,  if 
the  person  entrusted  with  the  veto  refused  to 
concur.  Nay,  he  had  deprived  himself  of  the 
power  of  obeying  any  order  the  Court  might  make 
in  this  cause  respecting  the  fund. 

If  it  be  said   that  the   principle  of  this  decree 
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1835.       presses  hard  on  receivers,  and  will  discourage  men 
from  undertaking  the  office,   I  answer,    1st,  that 
"•  this  is  no   matter  for  the  Court's  consideration, 

because  the  office  is  one  of  emolument,  and  there- 
fore we  are  not  to  deal  with  it  as  with  the  office  of 
a  trustee :  and,  Sdly,  that  nothing  here  decided 
can  discourage  from  coming  forward  honest  and 
solvent  men,  who  mean  to  perform  their  duty 
strictly,  and  to  give  the  estate  the  security  it  has 
a  right  to,  and  to  treat  the  Court  with  perfect 
fairness.  And  such  are  the  persons  whom  it  is 
best  to  have  for  receivers. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  on  the  fullest  reconsi- 
deration of  this  case,  that  it  was  rightly  decided ; 
and  I  have  only  entered  into  the  argument  of  it 
now,  because  the  principle  is  important^  and  be- 
cause my  reasons  given  below  are  not  reported.* 
The  case  was  decided  when,  from  the  pressure  of 
business,  I  had  not  been  able  to  adopt  the  plan 
which,  for  the  last  three  years  of  holding  the  Great 
Seal,  I  have  always  pursued,  of  writing  my  judg- 
ments at  length. 

Lord  Lyndhurst  said  that  he  entirely  concurred 
in  opinion  with  Lord  Brougham,  and  concluded  by 
moving  that  the  judgment  below  be  affirmed. 

*  The  case  is  now  reported  under  the  name  o{'  Saixeai^  v. 
Salxoayt  2  Russ.  &  Mylne,  215- 
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ENGLAND. 

(court  of  exchequer.) 

Louisa  Champernowne  and  Others     Appellants; 
George  Brooke  and  Others  -    Respondents. 

A  bill  filed  in  the  Exchequer  stated  a  contract  for  the  sale  and 
purchase  of  lands  of  inheritance,  subject  to  numerous  life-in- 
terests at  nominal  or  conventional  rents,  with  a  proviso,  (among 
others,)  that  in  case  any  of  the  lives  should  drop  before  the 
completion  of  the  contract  the  increase  in  the  value  of  the 
inheritance,  consequent  upon  the  dropping  of  such  lives, 
should  be  estimated,  and  become  proportionably  an  addition 
to  the  purchase-money.  The  bill  prayed  a  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  contract.  Upon  a  reference  as  to  title  and  the 
dropping  of  lives,  &c.,  the  Master,  by  his  report,  found  the 
additional  value  to  the  estate  by  the  tvean'n^  as  well  as  the  drop- 
ping of  lives.  The  plaintiffs,  without  prosecuting  the  report, 
presented  a  petition  of  re-hearing,  the  order  for  which  having 
been  obtained  more  than  six  months  after  the  decree  be- 
came Ineffectual.  They  then  presented  a  petition  praying 
quasi  by  addition  to  the  decree,  that  the  Master  might  com- 
pute the  increased  value  from  the  wearing  of  lives,  and  ob-* 
tained  an  order  for  that  purpose,  but  this  order  was  reversed 
upon  appeal. 


xN  Michaelmas  term,  I8I7,  James  Townsend 
and  others  filed  a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
against  Arthur  Champernowne,  stating  the  fbllow- 

ingcase :  — 

James  Townsend  and  Elijah  Brooke,  together 
with  Richard  Smith  and  John  BuUer  Pearse,  were, 
in   the  month  of  December,  1810,  severally  seised 
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1835.  in  fee-simple,  as  tenants  in  common,  in  four  equal 
parts  or  shares,  of  the  borough,  manor,  and  lord- 
".  ship  of  Honiton,  in  the  county  of  Devon,  with  its 

rights,  royalties,  members,  and  appurtenances,  and 
all  the  messuages,  farms,  lands,  tenements,  and 
other  hereditaments  therein ;  and  being  desirous 
of  making  sale  thereof,  for  the  purpose  of  discharg- 
ing a  large  debt  or  sum  of  money  then  due  and 
owing  from  the  said  James  Townsend,  Richard 
Smith,  and  Elijah  Brooke,  to  the  firm  of  Hammers- 
le^s  and  Co.,  bankers,  by  indenture  of  appointment 
duly  made  and  executed,  and  bearing  date  the 
20th  day  of  December,  1810,  limited  and  appointed 
the  said  estates  to  Richard  Nowell,  in  trust  to  sell 
and  dispose  of  all  the  same  by  private  sale  or  public 
auction,  or  by  both  or  either  of  those  means. 

By  another  indenture  or  declaration  of  trust  duly 
made  and  executed,  and  bearing  date  on  the  same 
day  in  December,  1810,  Richard  Nowell  was  de- 
clared a  trustee  of  the  monies  to  arise  by  the  sale 
for  satisfying  to  the  firm  of  Hammersleys  and  Co., 
or  to  the  person  or  persons  for  the  time  being  con- 
stituting the  firm,  the  debts  due  to  them :  the  in- 
<lenture  contained  a  power  for  appointing  a  new 
trustee. 

The  estates  having  been  put  up  to  sale  by  public 
auction  by  certain  printed  particulars,  and  subject 
to  certain  conditions  of  sale,  and  bought  in  on 
behalf  of  the  vendors,  no  adequate  sum  being 
bid  for  the  same,  Arthur  Champernowne  shortly 
after  agreed  to  become  the  purchaser  of  the 
estates. 

By  articles  of  agreement  in  writing,  bearing  date 
the  11th  day  of  December,  1812,  and  made  be- 
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tween  Charles  Scott,  of  Helstone,  in  the  county  of  1835. 
Cornwall,  gentleman,  of  the  first  part,  Sir  Chris- 
topher Hawkins,  of  Trewither,  in  the  said  county,  « 
baronet,  of  the  second  part,  James  Townsend,  of 
the  third  part,  Richard  Smith,  Elijah  Brooke,  and 
James  Townsend,  bankers  and  copartners,  of  the 
fourth  part,  John  Buller  Pearse,  of  the  fifth  part, 
Hugh  Hammersley,  Charles  Greenwood,  John  Rose 
Drewe,  and  Henry  Brooksbank,  of  the  sixth  part, 
Richard  Nowell  of  the  seventh  part,  and  Arthur 
Champernowne  of  the  eighth  part,  after  reciting 
the  indenture  of  appointment  of  the  29th  day  of 
December,  1810,  and  also  reciting  an  agreement 
bearing  date  the  27th  day  of  May,  1811,  and  made 
between  James  Dean,  agent  for  Messrs.  Smith, 
Brooke,  Townsend,  and  Pearse,  of  the  one  part, 
and  Charles  Scott,  gentleman,  of  the  other  part,  by 
which,  1st,  The  said  James  Dean,  in  consideration 
of  the  sum  of  75,000/.,  to  be  paid  to  the  said 
Messrs.  Smith,  Brooke,  Townsend,  and  Pearse,  on 
or  before  the  29th  day  of  December  then  next 
thereby  agreed  that  they,  the  said  Smith,  Brooke, 
Townsend,  and  Pearse,  and  all  other  proper  and  ne- 
cessary  parties,  should  effectually  grant,  convey,  and 
assure  unto  and  to  the  use  of  such  person  or  per- 
sons as  the  said  Charles  Scott  should  appoint,  free 
of  all  incumbrances  whatsoever,  except  such  leases 
as  were  specified  in  the  particulars  thereof)  the  in- 
heritance in  fee  simple  of  and  in  all  and  singular 
the  before-mentioned  manor  and  borough,  as  set 
forth  and  described  in  the  said  particulars  (thereto 
annexed),  together  with  all  rights,  privileges,  here- 
ditaments, royalties,  and  immunities  whatsoever. 
2dly,  That  a  full  and  proper  abstract  should  be  deli- 
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1835.       vered,  at  the  vendor's  expense,  for  the  inspection  of 
the  purchaser,  within  ten  days  from  that  time ;  and 
v.  that  on  such  being  approved  of  by  counsel,  the 

vendors  should  execute  proper  and  effectual  re- 
leases and  assurances  accordingly,  which  were  to 
be  prepared  by  the  purchaser's  solicitor.      3dly, 
That  the  rents  and  profits  of  all  and  singular  thef 
same  manor  and  hereditaments,  should  belong  to 
and  be  received  by  the  purchaser  from  the  said  S9th 
of  September  then  next,  provided  the  said  purchase 
should  be  then  completed ;  but  if  the  same  should 
be   settled,  either  previously  or  subsequently  to 
that  period,  then  the  purchaser  should  be  entitled 
to  such  rents  and  profits  from  the  time  of  such  set- 
tlement;   and  up  to  that  period  respectively  alt 
outgoings  and  charges  whatsoever  on  the  said  pre- 
mises were  to  be  paid  by  the  vendors ;  and  that 
in  case  of  the  death  of  any  life  or  lives  after  that 
time^  such  should  be  to  the  vendor* s  benefit j  to  be 
estimated  in  the  usual  way :    And  lastly,  it  was 
agreed  between  the  said  James  Dean  and  Charles 
Scott,  that  immediately  on  the  said  purchase  being 
completed,  they,  the  said  Smith,  Brook,  Towns- 
end,  and  Pearse,  should  pay,  or  allow  out  of  the 
said  purchase  unto  the  said  Charles  Scott  the  sum 
of  5000/.,  for  and  in  lieu  of  his  commission  charged, 
attendances,  and  expences,  respecting  the  sale  of 
the  said  property ;  and  further,  that  a  deposit  of 
10/.  per  cent,  on  the  purchase-money  should  forth- 
with be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  exchequer  bills, 
the  interest  on  which  should  accumulate  for  the 
benefit  of  the  vendors  in  the  event  of  the  purchase 
being  completed,  and  such  to  be  purchased  in  the 
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names  of  two  persons,  to  be  mutually  appointed  ^^^^ 
by  the  vendors  and  purchaser ;  and  in  case  the  cHAMrKRKowNB 
contract  should  not  be  carried  into  execution 
through  default  of  the  vendors,  the  same  bills, 
with  the  accruing  interest,  to  belong  to  the  pur- 
chaser :  And  also  reciting,  that  the  said  abstract 
of  title  was  delivered  to  the  said  Charles  Scott  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  agreement :  and  also  recit- 
ing, that  the  said  Arthur  Champernowne,  by  a 
memorandum  dated  on  or  about  theiSlst  day  of 
October,  1811,  and  indorsed  or  written  at  the  foot 
of  the  said  agreement  of  the  27th  day  of  May, 
1811,  did  agree  to  become  the  purchaser  of  the 
aforesaid  lands  in  the  stead  of  the  said  Charles 
Scott,  at  or  for  the  price  or  sum  of  70,000/. ;  and 
thereupon  the  said  Charles  Scott  relinquished  the 
right  and  interest  to  the  sum  of  5000il,  agreed  to  be 
paid  to  him  by  the  said  Richard  Smith,  Elijah  Brooke, 
James  Townsend,  and  John  BuUer  Pearse :  And 
also  reciting  an  agreement, bearing  date  the  18th  day 
of  April,  1812,  and  made  between  the  said  Arthur 
Champernowne  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  James 
Townsend  and  Charles  Scott  of  the  other  part ;  after 
reciting,  that  the  said  Arthur  Champernowne  had 
contracted  and  agreed  for  the  purchase  of  the  manor, 
borough,  and  lordship  of  Honiton  aforesaid,  at  the 
price  of  70,000/.,  which  said  purchase-money  was 
to  have  been  paid,  and  the  purchase  completed  at 
Michaelmas  then  last ;  and  reciting,  that  the  said 
Arthur  Champernowne  was  desirous  of  retaining  a 
part  only  of  the  said  purchase;  it  was  agreed, 
that  Arthur  Champernowne  should  stand  as  the 
original  purchaser  of  all  those  messuages,  tene- 
ments and  lands,  parcels  of  land,  therein  described, 
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J  835.       at  such  prices  or  valuation,  as  therein  mentioned 
in  a  certain  book  or  valuation  of  the  whole  of  the 
said  manor  made  by  James  Dean,  surveyor,  marked 
C,  together  with  all  the  waste  lands  lying  within 
the  said  road,  and  around  the  said  lands  included 
therein,  at  the  sum  of  500/.;  and  also  together  with 
a  certain  close  lying  near  the  church  and  within 
the  said  lane,  then  occupied  by  Richard  Blake  at 
rent,  and  not  included  in  the  said  book ;  the  said 
purchase  to  be  completed  about  Midsummer  then 
next:    And  it  was  further  agreed,  that  the  said 
James  Townsend  and  Charles  Scott  should  become 
and  stand  as  the  purchasers  from  Michaelmas  then 
last  of  all,  the  remainder  of  the  said  property,  in- 
cluding the  manor,  manorial  rights,  courts  leet,  and 
courts  baron,  and  other  privileges  of  the  said  manor, 
manorial  rights,  courts  leet,  and  courts  baron,  and 
other  privileges  of  the  said  manor  and  borough,  at 
such  sum  as  with  the  total  amount  of  the  monies  to 
be  paid  by  the  said  Arthur  Champernowne  would 
make   up   the   said   original   purchase  -  money  of 
70,000/. :    And   the  said  Arthur  Champernowne 
did  thereby  further  agree  that  all  monies  which  he 
could  by  himself,  or  through  the  said  Charles  Scott, 
raise  for  the  completion  of  the  said  purchase  as 
originally  intended,  should,  as  to  any  excess  be- 
yond the  amount  of  the  said  Arthur  Champernowne's 
purchase,  go  in  aid  of  the  purchase  so  agreed  to 
be  made  by  the  said  James  Townsend  and  Charles 
Scott,  and  be  secured  upon  the  same,  or  a  compe- 
tent part  thereof;  such  monies  to  carry  interest  at 
51.  per  cent,  per  annum,  and  to  be  repaid  to  the 
said  Arthur  Champernowne  by  such  sales  as  might 
from  time  to  time  be  made  by  them :  And  also  re- 
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citing  an  agreement,  bearing  date  the  20th  day  of  1835. 
April,  1812,  and  made  between  the  said  Sir  Chris- 
topher Hawkins,  the  said  Arthur  Champernowne,  _»• 
the  said  James  Tow^nsend,  and  the  said  Charles 
Scott,  after  reciting,  that  the  said  Arthur  Cham- 
pernowne had  then  lately  agreed  to  become  the 
purchaser  of  the  manor,  borough,  and  lordship  of 
Honiton  aforesaid,  at  the  price  of  70,000/.,  and 
which  was  to  have  been  completed  at  Michaelmas 
then  last,  and  stating  the  substance  of  the  last  re- 
cited agreement,  it  was  agreed,  that  they,  the  said 
Sir  Christopher  Hawkins,  Arthur  Champernowne, 
James  Townsend,  and  Charles  Scott,  should  become 
the  purchasers  of  all  the  remainder  of  the  said  pro- 
perty so  agreed  to  be  purchased  by  the  said  James 
Townsend  and  Charles  Scott,  in  four  equal  parts, 
as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  and 
that  such  purchase  should  take  place  from  Michael- 
mas then  last,  in  pursuance  of  the  original  contract, 
and  that  in  the  event  of  either  party  being  desirous 
of  selling  his  part,  that  the  preference  should  be 
given  to  the  other  proprietors,  and  in  the  event  of 
their  declining,  it  should  be  at  the  option  of  such 
party  to  dispose  thereof  as  he  might  think  fit :  And 
also  reciting,  that  the  sum  of  10,000/.  was  paid  on 
the  13th  day  of  February  then  last,  by  the  said 
Charles  Scott,  for  and  on  the  account,  and  with 
the  proper  money  of  the  said  Arthur  Champer- 
nowne, in  part  performance  of  the  said  recited 
contract  of  the  Syth  of  May,  1811,  and  the  same 
was  duly  received  by  the  said  Thomas  Hammersley, 
Hugh  Hammersley,  Charles  Greenwood,  John  Rose 
Drewe,  and  Henry  Brooksbank,  in  part  of  the  said 
purchase-money  for  the  said  manor,  hereditaments, 
and  premises ;  but  that  the  same  was  not  laid  out 
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1835.  in  the  purchase  of  Exchequer  Bills,  in  puirsuance 
of  the  said  recited  agreement  of  the  27th  of  May, 
^_  1811,  it  being  agreed  by  the  said  Charles  Scott 
and  Richard  Nowell,  that  the  same  should  remain 
in  the  hands  of  the  said  Thomas  Hammersiey, 
Hugh  Hammersiey,  Charles  Greenwood,  John 
Rose  Drewe,  and  Henry  Brooksbank,  in  trust, 
until  the  said  purchase  should  be  completed,  and 
that  they  should  allow  interest  for  the  same  after 
the  rate  of  51.  per  cent,  in  case  a  good  title  could 
not  be  made  to  the  said  Arthur  Champemowne : 
and  also  reciting,  that  the  said  Thomas  Hammersiey 
had  then  lately  departed  this  life ;  and  the  said 
Hugh  Hammersiey,  Charles  Greenwood,  John 
Rose  Drewe,  and  Henry  Brooksbank  constituted 
the  firm  of  Hammersiey  and  Co. ;  and  that  there 
was  more  money  then  due  and  owing  to  them  from 
the  said  Richard  Smith,  Elijah  Brooke,  and  James 
Townsend,  for  money  lent  and  advanced,  than  the 
sum  of  60,000/.,  the  remainder  of  the  purchase- 
money  for  the  said  manor,  hereditaments,  and 
premises :  And  also  reciting,  that  the  said  Charles 
Scott,  Arthur  Champernowne,  Sir  Christopher 
Hawkins,  James  Townsend,  and  the  said  Richard 
Smith,  Elijah  Brooke,  James  Townsend,  and 
John  Buller  Pearse  had  severally  agreed  to  relin- 
quish their  several  and  respective  rights  and 
interests  of,  in,  and  to  the  several  recited  agree- 
ments: and  the  said  Arthur  Champernowne  had 
agreed  to  become  the  purchaser  of  the  said  manor, 
hereditaments,  and  premises,  at  or  for  the  price  or 
sum  of  70>000^»  upon  the  terms  and  conditions 
expressed  and  contained  in  the  said  agreement  of 
the  27th  day  of  May  1811,  so  far  as  the  same  had 
not  been  complied  with  :  And  also  reciting,  that 
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the  Abstract  of  Title  delivered  to  the  said  Charles        1835. 
Scott  had  been  handed  over  to,  and  the  same  was 
then  in  the  hands  of,  the  said  Arthur  Champer-  » 

nowne  :  It  was  witnessed,  declared,  and  agreed  by 
and  between  all  and  every  the  said  parties  thereto, 
that  the  said  several  therein  recited  agreements 
should  be  from  thenceforth  considered  null  and 
void,  and  the  same  as  if  they  were  cancelled  by 
the  several  parties  interested  therein :  And  it  was 
further  witnessed,  that  for  and  in  consideration 
of  the  sum  of  60,000/.,  thereafter  agreed  to  be  paid 
by  the  said  Arthur  Champernowne  to  the  said 
Hugh  Hammersley,  Charles  Greenwood,  John 
Rose  Drewe,  and  Henry  Brooksbank  (who  then 
constituted  the  said  firm  of  Hammersleys  and  Co.), 
the  said  Richard  Nowell  did  thereby  for  himself, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  by  and  with  the  consent  and 
approbation  of  the  said  Richard  Smith,  Elijah 
Brooke,  James  Townsend,  and  John  Buller  Pearse, 
and  also  the  said  Hugh  Hammersley,  Charles 
Greenwood,  John  Rose  Drewe,  and  Henry 
Brooksbank,  testified  as  therein  mentioned,  promise 
and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  Arthur  Champer- 
nowne, his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  the  said  Richard 
Nowell,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  should  on  or  before 
the  1st  day  of  May  then  next  ensuing,  at  the 
proper  costs  and  charges  of  the  said  Hugh  Ham- 
mersley, Charles  Greenwood,  John  Rose  Drewe, 
and  Henry  Brooksbank,  make  out  a  good  title 
unto  and  at  the  charges  and  expenses  of  the  said 
Arthur  Champernowne,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  by 
such  conveyances,  assurances,  &c.,  as  the  said 
Arthur  Champernowne,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  or, 
&c.,  advise  or  require,  well  and  sufficiently 
convey  and  assure,  &c.,  by  all  proper  and  neces- 
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^^^.      sary  parties,    unto  and   to  the   use  of  the  said 
Arthur  Champemowne,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  or  to 
such  other  person  or  persons  as  he  or  they  should 
direct  or  appoint,  ail  that  the  borough,  lordship, 
and  manor  of  Honiton,  in  the  county  of  Devon, 
with  its  rights,  royalties,  members,  and  appurte- 
nances, and  all  the  messuages,  farms,  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  other  hereditaments,  and  the  several 
and  respective  rights,  members,  and  appurtenances 
to  the  said  borough,  lordship,  and  manor  belonging, 
as  set  forth  and  described  in  the  particulars  annexed 
to  the  said  agreement  of  the  27th  day  of  May,  1811, 
therein  recited  (being  the  printed  particulars  afore- 
said), free  from  all  incumbrances,  save  and  except 
certain  leases  granted  of  part  of  the  said  premises 
for  terms  of  years,  and  the  lives  of  certain  persons, 
as  set  forth  in  the  said  particulars,  and  which  were 
then  unexpired,  existing,  and  not  determined  ;  to 
hold  the  said  borough,  lordship,  or  manor,  mes- 
suages, farms,  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  and 
premises,   with  the  appurtenances,  unto  the  said 
Arthur  Champernowne,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  or 
unto  such  person  or  persons,  and  his  or  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  as  he  the  said  Arthur  Champernowne 
should  direct  or  appoint,  freed  and  discharged  from 
all  incumbrances  whatsoever,  save  and  except  the 
land-tax,  and  except  the  leases  for  years  and  lives 
chargeable  upon  and  affecting  the  said  borough, 
manor,  hereditaments,  and  premises :  And  the  said 
Richard  Smith,  Elijah  Brooke,  James  Townsend, 
and  John  Buller  Pearse  did  thereby  for  themselves, 
their  heirs,  appointees,  and  assigns,  promise  and 
agree  to  and  with  the  said  Arthur  Champernowne, 
his  heirs    and  assigns,    that   he  the  said   Arthur 
Champernowne,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  should  be 
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entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  all  and  singular        1835. 
the  said  borough,  manor,  messuages,  hereditaments,      ^^"^v**^ 
and  premises,  from  the  1st  day  of  May  then  next,  ». 

or  from  such  time  as  the  said  purchase  should  be 
completed :  And  it  was  thereby  further  witnessed, 
that  for  the  considerations  aforesaid,  and  in  pur- 
suance of  the  said  agreement  on  the  part  and  behalf 
of  the  said  Arthur  Champernowne,  and  in  consi- 
deration of  the  several  agreements  thereinbefore 
contained,  and  entered  into  by  the  said  Richard 
Nowell  and  the  said  Richard  Smith,  Elijah  Brooke, 
James  Townsend,  and  John  Buller  Pearse,  with  the 
said  Arthur  Champernowne,  as  aforesaid,  he  the 
said  Arthur  Champernowne  did  thereby  for  him- 
seli^  his  heirs  and  assigns,  promise  and  agree  to 
and  with  the  said  Richard  Nowell,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  and  the  said  Hugh  Hammersley,  Charles 
Greenwood,  John  Rose  Drewe,  and  Henry  Brooks- 
bank,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
that  he  the  said  Arthur  Champernowne,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  should  and  would,  on  or  before  the 
1st  day  of  May  then  next,  well  and  truly  pay  or 
cause  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Hugh  Hammersley, 
Charles  Greenwood,  John  Rose  Drewe,  and  Henry 
Brooksbank,  their  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  the  sum  of  60,000/.,  being  the  remainder 
of  the  said  sum  of  70,000/.,  as  and  for  the  absolute 
purchase  of  the  said  borough,  lordship,  manor,  mes- 
suages, lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  therein 
before  mentioned  :  And  the  said  Arthur  Champer- 
nowne  did  thereby  for  himself,  his  heirs  and  as- 
signs, further  promise  and  agree  to  and  with  the 
said  Hugh  Hammersley,  Charles  Greenwood,  John 
Rose  Drewe,  and  Henry  Brooksbank,  their  execu- 
tors, administiators,  and  assigns,  and  also  to  and 
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18S5.      with  the  said  Richard  Smith,  Elijah  Brooke,  James 
cRAXPEANowHB  Townsciid,  attd  John  Buller  Pearse,  their  heirs  and 
»•  assigns,  that  he  the  said  Arthur  Champemowne, 

his  heirs  and  assigns,  should  and  would  well  and 
truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  Hugh 
Hammersley,    Charles    Greenwood,    John    Rose 
Drewe,  and  Henry  Brooksbank,  their  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  or  to  the  said  Richard 
Nowell,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  upon  the  trusts  reposed 
in  him  and  them  by  the  said  secondly-mentioned 
indenture  or  declaration  of  trust,  of  the  29th  day 
of  December,  1810  (and  therein  recited),  all  and 
every  such  sum  and  sums  of  money  for  the  in- 
creased value  of  the  said  borough,    manor,  mes- 
suages, hereditaments,  and  premises,  or  any  part 
thereof)    by   or    in   consequence  of  the  death    or 
deaths  of  any  person  or   persons  since  the  29th 
day  of  September,  1811,  for  whose  life  or  lives 
any  of  the  said  messuages,  lands,   tenements,  and 
hereditaments   were    theretofore    granted  :     And 
lastly,  it  was  thereby  agreed  and  declared,  by  and 
between  the  said  Richard  Smith,  Elijah  Brooke, 
James  Townsend,  and  John  Buller  Pearse,   their 
heirs,  appointees,  and  assigns,  and  the  said  Arthur 
Champernowne,    his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  such 
increased   value    should  be    ascertained    by    one 
indifferent   person,    if  they   should  agree    in  the 
nomination  of  such  person  ;  if  not,   by  two  indif- 
ferent  persons,    one  to    be  chosen  by    the    said 
Richard  Smith,   Elijah  Brooke,  James  Townsend, 
and  John  Buller  Pearse,   their  heirs  and  assigns, 
and  the  other  by  the  said  Arthur  Champernowne, 
his  heirs  and  assigns  ;  and  in  case  such  two  persons 
should  not  agree  in  their  valuations  of  such  increased 
value,  then  they  should  name  an  umpire  :    And  it 
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was  thereby  agreed  and  declared,  that  the  award        1 835. 
or  decision  of  the  person  or  persons  so  to  be  chosen  cujMnvMwmt 
and  nominated  as  aforesaid  should  be  conclusive.  ^' 

BKOOVB* 

Provided  always,  and  it  was  thereby  declared  and 
agreed  by  and  between  the  said  Richard  Smith, 
Elijah  Brooke,    James    Townsend,    John    Buller 
Pearse,  Hugh  Hammersley,  Charles  Greenwood, 
John    Rose  Drewe,  and  Henry  Brooksbank,  and 
the    said  Arthur  Champernowne,    that  the    said 
Richard  Smith,  Elijah  Brooke,  James  Townsend, 
and  John  Buller  Pearse  should  receive  from  or  be 
allowed  interest  by  the  said  Hugh  Hammersley, 
Charles  Greenwood,  John  Rose  Drewe,  and  Henry 
Brooksbank,  upon  the  sum  of  7jOOO^m  part  of  the 
said  sum  of  10,000/.,  at  the  rate  of  51.  for  100/.  by 
the  year,  from  the  13th  day  of  February  then  last 
to  the  time  of  the  completion  of  the  said  purchase ; 
and  tliat  the  said  Arthur  Champernowne  should  in 
like  manner  receive  from  or  be  allowed  interest  by 
the  said  Hugh  Hammersley,  Charles  Greenwood, 
John  Rose  Drewe,  and  Henry  Brooksbank,  upon 
3,000/.,  residue  of  the  said  sum  of  10,000/.,  at  the 
same  rate  and  for  the  same  period ;  but  in  case  a 
good  title  could  not  be  made  to  the  said  borough, 
manor,  lands,  and  hereditaments  thereby  agreed 
to  be   conveyed   and   assured  as   aforesaid,  then 
they  the  said  Hugh  Hammersley,  Charles  Green- 
wood,  John  Rose  Drewe,  and  Henry  Brooksbank, 
should  and  would  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid,  unto 
the  said  Arthur  Champernowne,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  the  said  sum  of  10,000/., 
with  lawful  interest  for  the  same,  from  the  said 
13th  day  of  January  then  last,  until  it  should  be  as- 
certained and  settled  that  a  good  title  could  not 
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ISS5.       be  made  out  to  the  said  borough,  manor,  lands, 

cHAifFniiowM  ^^^  tenements. 

••  Richard   Smith  died   on  the   22d  of  August, 

1814,  having  by  will,  duly  executed,  (after  various 
bequests,  legacies,  &c.  not  affecting  the  property 
in  question,)  given  and  bequeathed  the  residue  of 
his  personal  estate  whatsoever,  &c.  to  Mary  Town- 
send,  her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
to  and  for  her  and  their  own  use  and  benefit  ab- 
solutely, and  appointed  Mary  Townsend,  his 
daughter,  sole  executrix. 

John  Buller  Pearse  died  on  the  18th  of  October, 
1814,  having  by  his  will  devised  all  his  part,  pro- 
perty, and  share  of  the  said  borough,  manor,  and 
lordship,  and  all  other  hereditaments  in  Honiton, 
unto  George  Brooke  and  James  Townsend,  in  trust, 
to  carry  into  effect  any  contract  for  sale,  or  to  enter 
into  any  new  contract  with  the  same  or  any  other 
persons,  and  to  apply  the  money  in  discharge  of 
incumbrances;  the  surplus,  if  any,  to  be  paid  to 
his  wife:  and  appointed  his  wife  Sarah  Pearse 
sole  executrix,  who  proved  his  will. 

On  the  15th  day  of  March,  1813,  Arthur 
Champernowne  paid  into  the  banking-house  of 
Messrs.  Hammersley  and  Company  the  sum  of 
15,000/.  in  further  part  payment  of  the  purchase- 
money  of  the  said  borough  and  other  hereditaments, 
for  which  the  firm  of  Messrs.  Hammersleys  and 
Company  agreed  to  pay  or  allow  interest  at  the 
rate  of  51.  per  cent,  upon  the  completion  of  the 
purchase. 

The  estates  were  subject  to  a  mortgage  for 
11,000/.  and  interest  to  John  Beague,  Richard 
Bere,  and  Henry  Dunsford,  as  residuary  legatees 
and  executors  named  in  the  last  will  and  testament 
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of  John  DickeDson,  deceased;  and  some  part  of       1885. 
the  estate  was  also  subject  to  a  mortgage  to  Wil- 
liam Peard  Tillard  and  Malachi  Blake,  their  exe-        j'- 
cutors   and    administrators,  for  the   term  of  one 
thousand  years,  for  securing  2,000/.  and  interest. 

On  the  25th  day  of  May,  1816,  Richard  Nowell 
received  a  draft  conveyance  of  the  said  borough 
and  hereditaments  from  him,  to  or  in  trust  for  Ar- 
thur Champernowne,  prepared  by  Mr.  Spedding, 
the  solicitor  to  Arthur  Champernowne,  wherein  it 
was  recited  (amongst  other  things)  that  the  in- 
creased value  arising  from  the  deaths  of  lives  had 
been  fixed  and  ascertained  at  the  sum  of  1,454/.  7^., 
to  the  mutual  satisfaction  of  all  persons  interested 
in  the  account  of  such  value ;  and  the  decreased 
value,  owing  to  the  inaccurate  statement  of  the  ages 
in  a  particular  of  sale  therein  referred  to,  had  been 
estimated  at  the  sum  of  961/.  8^.  lid.,  to  the  mu- 
tual satisfaction  of  all  persons  interested  in  the 
account  of  such  value;  and  the  said  sum  of 
961/.  Ss.  lid.  being  deducted  from  the  said  sum  of 
1,454/.  7^->  there  remained,  as  an  increased  value 
upon  the  whole,  the  sum  of  492/.  ISs.  Id.,  and  the 
said  sum  of  492/.  18s.  Id.  make,  together  with  and 
in  addition  to  the  said  sums  of  10,000/»  and  15,000/. 
already  paid,  and  the  sum  of  45,000/.  which  re- 
mained to  be  paid,  the  full  sum  of  70,492/.  18s.  Id. 
By  the  same  draft  conveyance  it  was  also  recited, 
that  the  mortgage  sums  of  11,000/.  and  2000/.  were 
to  be  retained  by  Arthur  Champernowne  out  of 
that  part  of  the  purchase-money  which  remained 
to  be  paid  ;  and  that  after  such  deductions,  there 
remained  to  be  paid  by  Arthur  Champernowne,  for 
the  remainder  of  the  purchase-money,  the  sum  of 
32,492/.  18s.  Id. 
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1835.^  Richard  Nowell  returned  the  draft  conveyance 

to  Mr.  Spedding,  approved  of,  on  the  4th  July, 
1816,  with  two  trifling  alterations ;  but  the  same 
was  never  executed  by  Arthur  Champemowne,  or 
any  of  the  proposed  parties  thereto. 

The  bill  prayed  that  Arthur  Champemowne 
might  be  decreed  specifically  to  perform  the  agree- 
ment of  the  11th  day  of  December,  1812,  and  to 
accept  a  conveyance  of  the  said  estate  and  here- 
ditaments according  to  the  draft  so  prepared  and 
approved  of  as  before  mentioned ;  and  that  he 
might  pay  to  Richard  Nowell  the  sum  of 
32,492/.  18s.  Id.  together  with  interest  thereon 
from  the  4th  day  of  July,  1816 ;  the  Plaintiflfe  being 
ready  and  willing  to  allow  interest  upon  the  sums 
of  3,000/.  and  15,000/.  up  to  the  time  of  payment 
of  the  residue  of  the  purchase-money,  and  also  to 
execute  a  proper  conveyance  of  the  estate  and  pre- 
mises to  Arthur  Champemowne. 

Arthur  Champemowne,  on  the  lyth  of  April, 
1818,  appeared  and  put  in  his  answer  to  the  bill, 
and  the  cause  being  at  issue,  a  commission  was 
obtained  for  the  examination  of  witnesses  on  the 
part  of  the  complainants.  Arthur  Champemowne 
also  proceeded  to  examine  witnesses,  and  obtained 
divers  orders  for  enlarging  publication  ;  but  be- 
fore publication  had  passed,  Arthur  Champer- 
nowne  died,  having  made  and  published  his  last 
will  and  testament  in  writing,  bearing  date  the  19th 
day  of  June,  1813,  whereby,  after  devising  and 
bequeathing  his  estates  and  effects  in  the  manner 
therein  mentioned,  he  appointed  his  wife,  Louisa 
Champemowne,  Robert  Hurrell  Fronde,  and  An- 
thony Buller>  executrix  and  executors  of  his  will ; 
which  on  the  l6th  of  December,  1819,  was  proved 
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in  the   proper    Ecclesiastical    Court    by    Louisa       1835. 
Champemowne  and  Robert  Hurrell  Froude.  ^-'v^^ 

1  he  suit  having  become  abated  by  the  death  of  9. 
Arthur  Champernowne,  James  Townsend  and 
Mary  his  wife,  and  Elijah  Brooke,  George  Brooke, 
Sarah  Pearse,  Richard  Nowell,  Hugh  Hammers- 
ley,  Charles  Greenwood,  John  Rose  Drewe,  and 
Henry  Brooksbank  filed  their  bill  of  revivor  on  the 
26th  day  of  January,  1820,  against  Louisa  Cham- 
pemowne and  Robert  Hurrell  Froude,  as  personal 
representatives  of  Arthur  Champernowne ;  and  the 
suit  was  revived  by  an  onder  of  the  Court,  on  the 
3d  of  February,  1821. 

The  same  Plaintiffs  filed  their  bill  of  revivor  and 
supplement,  on  the  10th  of  February,  1821, 
against  Louisa  Champernowne  and  Robert  Hurrell 
Froude,  in  their  character  of  trustees  and  devisees 
under  the  will  of  Arthur  Champernowne  and 
against  Arthur  Champernowne  (the  younger),  the 
eldest  son  and  heir-at-law  of  Arthur  Champernowne, 
deceased,  and  against  Henry  Champernowne,  &c. 
the  younger  children  of  Arthur  Champernowne 
and  devisees  named  in  his  will,  and  against  Robert 
Harrington,  William  Kinsey,  and  Caroline  Kinsey, 
also  devisees  named  in  his  will :  And  by  an  order 
of  the  Court  the  suit  and  proceedings  were  revived 
accordingly. 

The  cause  was  heard  on  the  24th  of  February, 
1821,  when  the  Court  decreed  that  it  should  be 
referred  to  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  Court  to 
inquire  and  report  to  the  Court,  whether  tlie 
Complainants  in  the  suit  could  make  a  good  title 
to  the  estates  and  premises  comprised  in  the  con- 
tract of  the  11th  of  December,  1812,  in  the  plead- 
ings of  the  said  cause  mentioned,  according  to  the 
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1BS5.       terras  of  such  contract ;  and  if  the  Master  should 
csAMKRifown  fi^d  that  the  Plaintiffs  could  make  a  good  titles 
^'  then  he  was  to  inquire  and  state  at  what  time  they 

were  able  to  make  such  title,  and  at  what  time 
they  first  showed  to  the  said  Defendant,  Arthur 
Champernowne,  deceased,  or  to  his  solicitor,  that 
they  the  said  Plaintiffs   were  able  to  make  such 
title ;  and  that  the  said  Master  should  also  inquire 
and  report  to  the  Court,  whether  the  value  of  the 
said  estate  and  premises  had  been  diminished  by 
any  dilapidations  which  had  taken  place  since  the 
11th  day  of  December,  1812,  and  to  what  amount 
such  value  of  the  said  estate  and  premises  had 
been  thereby  diminished,  and  in  what  manner,  and 
through  whose  default,  the  same  had  happened; 
and  that  the  said  Master  should  also  inquire  and 
report  to  the  Court,    whether  any  arrangement^ 
binding  upon  the  representatives  of  the  said  Arthur 
Champernowne,  deceased,  was  come  to  in  his  life* 
time,  with  respect  to  the  deductions  to  be  made 
from  the  purchase-money  on  account  of  the  ages 
of  some  of  the  persons  for  whose  lives  part  of  the 
estates  and  premises  comprised  in  the  said  contract 
had   been    let,    having  been   inaccurately    repre- 
sented ;  and  if  the  said  Master  should  find   that 
any  such  binding  arrangement  did  take  place,  then 
he  was  to  state  the  particulars  thereof;  and  if  he 
should  find  that  no   such    binding    arrangement 
took  place,  then  that  he  should  also  inquire  and 
state  to  the  Court  what   deduction  ought  to  be 
made  from    the  purchase-money   on    account  of 
such  inaccuracy  in  the  description    of  the  ages  of 
any  of  the  persons   for   whose  lives  any  part  of 
such  estate  and  premises  were  let ;  and   that  the 
said  Master  should  also  inquire  and  report  to  the 
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Court,  whether  any  of  the  persons  for  whose  lives  1835. 
any  part  of  the  estates  and  premises  comprised  in 
the  said  contract  were  held  on  the  29th  of  Sep-  "  v 
tember  1811,  had  died  since  that  time,  and  whe- 
ther any  arrangement  binding  upon  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  said  Defendant,  Arthur  Cham- 
pernowne,  deceased,  was  come  to  in  his  lifetime, 
with  respect  to  the  payments  to  be  made  by  the 
said  Defendant,  Arthur  Champernowne,  deceased, 
on  account  of  the  lives  which  had  so  dropped,  or 
any  of  them :  And  it  was  further  ordered  by 
the  Court,  that  the  said  Master  should  also 
inquire  and  report  how  much  the  value  of  the 
said  estate  and  premises  had  been  increased  by 
the  deaths  of  such  persons,  or  of  such  of  them 
as  to  which  no  such  binding  arrangement  should 
be  found  to  have  been  made ;  and  the  said  Master 
was  thereby  at  liberty  to  make  such  separate  re- 
port or  reports  to  the  Court,  from  time  to  time, 
as  he  should  see  fit,  and  all  further  directions  were 
thereby  reserved  until  the  said  Master  should  have 
made  his  said  report;  in  the  making  of  which  in- 
quiries the  usual  powers  and  directions  were  given. 

Elijah  Brooke  died,  having  made  his  will  on  the 
27th  of  August,  1820,  and  George  Brooke  his  sole 
executor  proved  the  will  in  the  Prerogative  Court 
on  the  10th  of  August,  1822. 

On  the  6th  of  December,  1821,  a  commission 
of  bankruptcy  was  issued  against  James  Townsend 
and  George  Brooke,  under  which  they  were 
declared  bankrupts ;  and  the  usual  assignments 
of  their  personal  estates  were  executed  to  Emma- 
nuel Dommett,  WilHam  Rogers,  and  Nathaniel 
Reed,  who  were  chosen  assignees  by  the  creditors 
fbr  that  purpose. 
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1835.  In  Trinity  term,   1822,  James  Townsend  and 

the  former  Plaintiffs  with  others,  who  had'acqmred 
interest  under  the  will  and  bankruptcy,  filed  a  bill 
of  revivor  and  supplement,  whereupon  the  suit 
was  revived. 

Mary  Townsend  died  on  the  29th  of  September, 
1822,  having  by  her  will  appointed  James  Town- 
send  her  executor  and  residuary  legatee,  who  pro- 
cured letters  of  administration  to  be  granted  to 
him  by  the  proper  Ecclesiastical  Court  of  her 
estate  and  effects,  with  the  will  annexed ;  and 
administration  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  Richard 
Smith,  deceased,  left  unadministered  by  Mary 
Townsend,  were  also  granted  to  James  Townsend 
by  the  proper  Ecclesiastical  Court. 

The  suit  and  proceedings  having  become  abated 
by  the  death  of  Mary  Townsend,  James  Townsend, 
with  the  other  Plaintiffs  in  the  former  suit,  filed 
their  bill  of  revivor  in  Hilary  term,  1823,  and 
thereupon  the  suit  was  revived. 

The  Master  proceeded,  in  pursuance  of  the 
decree,  to  inquire  into  the  title  of  the  Plaintifis, 
and  having  made  a  report,  on  the  l6th  of  August, 
1824,  against  the  title,  exceptions  were  taken  by 
the  Plaintiffs  to  such  report,  which  were  allowed 
by  the  Court ;  and  the  Master  was  directed  to 
review  his  report  generally  touching  the  matters 
and  things  referred  to  him  by  the  decree.  The 
Master  thereupon  proceeded  on  the  inquiry,  and 
finally  reported,  on  the  29th  of  March,  1 827,  in 
favour  of  the  title,  with  the  exception  of  a  very 
small  portion  of  the  estate.  Exceptions  were  taken 
by  the  Defendants  to  this  report,  which  exceptions 
were  on  argument  over-ruled.  The  Plaintifts  also 
took  exceptions  to  the  report,  the  first  of  which 
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was  allowed,  to  the  effect  following :    "  that  the       1835. 
«*  Master  ought  to  have  found  that  the  Plaintiffs 
**  were  able  to  make  such  good  title  previously  to  ^ 

**  the  commencement  of  the  suit  ;'*  and  this  re- 
port as  to  title  was  confirmed  by  order,  dated  the 
11th  of  July,  1827. 

The  Master  did  not  proceed  on  the  inquiry 
directed  by  the  decree  as  to  the  increased  value  of 
the  estate  and  premises  by  the  deaths  of  persons 
holding  for  lives,  until  the  Court  had  decided  that 
the  Plaintiffs  could  make  a  good  title. 

By  his  report,  bearing  date  the  7th  of  April, 
1831,  after  stating  that  in  pursuance  of  the  de- 
cree, he  found  that  certain  parts  of  the  said  estates 
and  premises  comprised  in  the  said  contract,  were 
held,  on  the  29th  of  September,  1811,  upon  the 
lives  of  the  several  persons  in  that  behalf  named 
in  the  schedule  thereto  annexed ;  and  that  such 
persons  were  then  (in  the  year  1810)  of  the  several 
ages  stated  in  that  behalf  in  the  same  schedule, 
and  that  some  of  such  persons  (which  persons 
were  distinguished  in  the  same  schedule)  had  since 
died  at  the  respective  times  mentioned  in  the  same 
schedule  ;  and  he  found,  that  the  said  parts  of  the 
said  estates  and  premises  which  were  so  held  upon 
the  lives  of  the  persons  mentioned  in  the  said 
schedule,  were  of  the  several  net  estimated  annual 
values  mentioned  in  the  sixth  column  of  the  said 
schedule  ;  which  said  net  estimated  values  he  had 
assumed,  with  the  consent  of  both  parties,  as  the 
foundation  of  his  calculation,  but  without  pre- 
judice as  to  the  real  values  thereof,  no  evidence 
having  been  produced  before  him  to  show  the 
actual  value  of  the  same :  And  he  further  certified, 
tliat  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  how  much  the 
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1835.  value  of  the  said  estates  and  premises  had  been 
increased  by  the  deaths  of  the  persons  before 
^^  mentioned,  he  had  recourse  to  the  Northampton 
Table  of  Mortality,  such  table  being  generally  in 
use  in  the  year  1811,  when  the  contract  in  the 
said  decree  mentioned  was  entered  into,  assuming 
4fL  per  cent,  per  annum  as  the  rate  of  interest 
upon  which  the  calculation  for  ascertaining  such 
value  should  be  made,  such  being  the  usual  rate 
of  interest  adopted  by  the  Court,  where  no  specific 
rate  is  reserved  :  And  he  further  certified,  that, 
agreeably  to  such  table,  and  proceeding  upon  such 
basis  as  to  the  rate  of  interest,  and  assuming  the 
value  of  an  estate  in  fee-simple  in  possession  in 
each  of  the  said  premises  to  be  equal  to  twenty-five 
years'  purchase  of  the  net  annud  value,  he  found 
how  much  the  value  of  the  reversion  was  increased 
by  the  dropping  of  the  several  lives  enumerated. 
He  also  found  that  the  value  of  the  reversion  had 
been  increased  by  reason  of  the  increased  age  qf 
other  lives,  and  set  forth  the  particulars  and  amount 
of  increase  in  respect  of  the  dropping  and  wearing 
of  the  lives.  He  then  annexed  a  schedule  and  a 
statement,  which  was  intitled  as  follows  : — 

"  The  statement  referred  to  by  the  foregoing 
Report  for  the  purposes  of  elucidating  the  prin- 
ciples upon  which  the  results  mentioned  in  the 
said  Report  have  been  arrived  at." 

The  body  of  the  statement  was  then  given  as 
follows :  — 

"  It  is  evident,  that  when  an  estate  is  under  leasee 
that  the  value  of  the  lease,  together  with  the  value 
of  the  reversion,  form  the  whole  value  of  the 
estate,  and  consequently  that  the  greater  the  value 
of  the  lease  the  less  the  value  of  the  reversion,  and 
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tice  versd.     The  value  of  a  life  lease  depends  not      1^35. 

only  upon  the  number  of  lives  subsisting,  but  also  cBAM^wmowM* 

upon  the  respective  ages  of  those  lives,  and  as  the 

lives  drop  off  or  advance  in  age,  the  lease  decreases 

in  value,  and  the  reversion  proportionately  increases 

in  value.     The  Master,  in   explaining  the  process 

of  his    Declaration,   would  suppose,  in  the  first 

instance,  the  annual  rent  to  be  1/. ;  and  on  this 

supposition,  at  an  interest  of  four  per  cent,  the 

perpetual  annuity  or  rent  of  1/.  (or  the  whole  value 

irfthe  estate)  would  be  25t     In  case  No.  124. 

there  were  in  1811  three  lives  subsisting,  at  the 

ages  of  43,  44  and  56  respectively,  and  the  present 

value  of  an  annuity  of  1/.  to  be  received  until  the 

death  of  the  last  survivor  of  those  three  lives,  he 

should  estimate  at  15*913/.  (that  is,  15/.  and  ^Mrths 

of  a  pound)  ;  and  this  amount  deducted  from  the 

25/.  would  give  9*087/-  as  the  value  of  the  reversion 

4t  that  time.     In  1815  there  were  two  of  these 

three  lives  surviving  at  the  advanced  ages  of  58 

and  60,  and  the  present  value  of  an  annuity  oflL,  to 

be  received  until  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  those 

two  lives,  he  estimated  at  12.156/.,  which  being 

deducted  from  the  25L  leaves  12.854^  as  the  value 

of  the  reversion  at  this  second  period.     In  1818 

there  was  but  one  life  remsdning  at  the  advanced 

age  of  61,  the  value  of  an  annuity  of  l/.,on  this  life, 

estimated  at  8*795/.,  being  deducted  from  25/.,  leaves 

16*205/.,  as  the  value  of  the  reversion  at  this  third 

period ;  and  at  the  end  of  1830,  when  the  same 

life  continued  in  existence  at  the  further  advanced 

4^  of  73,  the  value  of  an  annuity  on  which  life, 

estimated  at  5*507/.,  being  deducted   from  25/., 

leaves  19*493/.,  as  the  value  of  the  reversion  at  the 
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18S5.       end  of  1830."    He  then  added  particular  instances 
^  '^^^'      to  explain  the  principles  of  his  calculation. 


BBOOKK. 


"•^  Exceptions  to   this  report  were   taken  by  the 

Defendants  on  the  15th  April,  1831.  By  the  first 
exception  the  Defendants  complained  that  the 
said  Master  had,  in  and  by  his  said  last-mentioned 
report,  found  that  in  the  month  of  March,  1815^ 
when  the  life  aged  43,  mentioned  in  the  schedule 
to  the  said  report  annexed,  with  reference  to  tbe 
premises  No.  124.  therein  mentioned,  dropped^ 
the  value  of  the  reversion  of  the  said  premises 
No.  124.  was  increased  or  improved  by  the  drop> 
ping  of  such  life,  and  by  reason  of  the  increased 
ages  of  the  two  remaining  lives  in  such  schedule 
in  the  same  month  of  March,  1815,  by  the 
amount  of  398/.  6s.  8f  d. ;  whereas  the  said  De- 
fendants thereby  insisted  that  the  Master  ought 
to  have  calculated  what  was  the  value  of  the 
net  rent  of  105/.  14^.  lO^rf.,  in  such  schedule 
mentioned,  for  and  during  the  life  of  the  longest 
liver  of  Susannah  Spurrell,  Mary  Hodge  and 
Jonathan  Hodge,  in  such  Schedule  mentioned,  at 
the  respective  ages  of  47,  60  and  58  years,  in  the 
month  of  March  1815  ;  and  the  value  of  such  net 
rent  for  and  during  the  life  of  the  longest  liver  of 
Mary  Hodge  and  Jonathan  Hodge,  at  their  re- 
spective ages  of  60  and  58  years  in  the  same 
month ;  and  to  have  deducted  the  latter  from  the 
former  value,  and  to  have  found  the  difference  be- 
tween the  two  values  so  calculated  to  be  the  in- 
creased value  of  the  premises.  No.  124.,  by  or  in 
consequence  of  the  death  of  Susannah  Spurrell,  on 
the  8th  of  March,  1815. 

.  The  next  seven    exceptions  involved  the  same 
principle  as  the  first. 
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The  Exceptions  were  argued  before  Chief  Baron  1885. 
Lord  Lyndhurst,  on  the  5th  of  May,  1831,  when 
his  Lordship  expressed  an  opinion  favorable  to 
the  report,  but  thought  a  difficulty  arose  in  the 
way  of  granting  the  Plaintiffs  the  relief  thereby 
granted  to  them,  from  the  wording  of  the  decree 
of  the  24th  of  February  1821,  and  ordered  the 
exceptions  to  stand  over,  with  liberty  for  the 
Plaintiffs  to  present  a  petition  for  re-hearing,  or 
«uch  other  petition  as  they  might  be  advised.  The 
Plaintiffs  accordingly,  on  the  9th  June,  1831,  pre- 
sented a  petition  of  re-hearing,  but  the  petition 
not  having  been,  according  to  the  order  and  prac- 
tice of  the  Court,  presented  within  six  months 
after  the  decree  had  been  pronounced,  could  not 
be  prosecuted. 

The  Plaintiffs  thereupon,  on  the  7th  of  July, 
1831,  presented  a  petition,  stating,  amongst  other 
things,  that  there  was  no  express  inquiry  directed 
by  the  decree  as  to  how  much  the  value  of  the 
estate  and  premises  had  been  increased  since  the 
29th  day  of  September,  1811,  by  or  in  consequence 
of  the  wearing  of  the  lives  of  the  persons  for  whose 
lives  part  of  the  estate  and  premises  were,  on  the 
29th  day  of  September,  1811,  holden,  and  that  the 
greater  part  of  the  estate  was,  on  the  29th  day  of 
September,  1811,  holden  by  leases  for  lives  at  small 
oonventionary  rents,  and  many  such  leases  were 
then  continuing ;  and  the  value  of  the  reversion 
of  each  tenement  so  held  was  then  very  consider- 
ably increased,  partly  by  the  deaths  of  persons 
holding  for  lives,  and  partly  by  the  advanced  ages 
or  wearing  of  lives  since  the  29th  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1811 ;  and  that  no  inquiry  was  by  the  decree 
directed  as  to  the  value  of  the  wearing  of  the  lives 
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1835.  in  respect  of  such  parts  of  the  estates  where  no  life 
had  dropped  on  a  tenement,  or  (as  it  was  objected 
^^^  by  the  Defendants)  for  the  wearing  of  lives  ex- 
isting even  when  a  life  had  dropped ;  and  that  to 
proceed  on  the  inquiry  already  directed  would  be 
a  waste  of  the  Master's  time,  and  occasion  a  great 
delay  in  the  final  decree  on  the  equities  of  the 
Plaintiffs,  if  the  Master  were  then  to  proceed  on 
the  inquiry  already  directed,  and  thereafter  to  be 
ordered  and  directed  to  inquire  into  the  increase 
of  the  value  of  the  reversion  by  or  (as  was  the 
stipulation  of  the  contract),  in  consequence  of  the 
death  or  deaths  of  any  person  or  persons  since  the 
29th  day  of  September,  1811 :  And  that  the  stipu- 
lation of  the  contract  also  was,  that  in  case  of  the 
death  of  any  person  holding  for  life  after  the 
29th  of  September,  1811,  such  should  be  for  the 
vendor's  benefit,  to  be  estimated  in  the  usual  way; 
and  the  usual  way  was  to  take  into  calculation  the 
increased  value  by  the  wearing  or  increase  of  the 
ages  of  lives ;  and  that  the  inquiry  into  the  in- 
creased value  by  the  deaths  of  persons  holding  for 
lives  was  not  commenced  till  the  Court  had  de- 
cided that  the  vendors  could  make  a  good  title ; 
and  the  Court  did  not  pronounce  its  decision  on 
the  title  till  the  11th  day  of  July,  18^7 ;  and  that 
the  inconvenience  and  inadequacy  of  the  direction 
in  respect  of  increased  value  was  not  discovered  till 
the  Master  had  made  some  progress  in  the  inquiry, 
and  the  different  parties  had  insisted  on  their  dif- 
ferent constructions  of  the  Order  in  this  part  of  the 
decree,  and  contended  for  different  results  in  that 
inquiry. 

The  petition  prayed  that  the  Court  would  order, 
by  way  of  supplement  or  addition  to  the  decree, 
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that  the  Master  should  be  directed  to  inquire  and        ^S35. 
report  to  the  Court  how  much  the  value  of  the      ^""^"^^^ 
estate  and  premises   had  been  increased  by  the  <"• 

wearing  of  the  lives  or  increase  of  the  ages  of  the 
persons  for  whose  lives  any  part  of  the  estate  or 
premises  were  held  on  the  29th  of  September, 
1811 ;  and  that  the  estimate  of  the  Master,  as  to 
the  several  values  by  the  deaths  and  by  the  wear- 
ing  or  increased  ages  of  lives,  might  be  brought 
down  to  the  date  of  the  Master's  report,  so  that 
the  cause  might,  on  the  confirmation  of  such  re- 
port, be  in  a  state  for  a  final  decree  and  decision 
between  the  parties. 

The  petition  was  heard  on  the  9th  of  July,  1831, 
when  the  Court  ordered.  That  the  master  should, 
in  addition  to  the  several  directions  contained  in 
the  decree  made  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  in- 
quire and  report  to  the  Court  how  much  the  value 
of  the  estate  and  premises  had  been  increased  by 
the  wearing  of  the  lives  or  increase  of  the  ages  of 
the  persons  for  whose  lives  any  part  or  parts  of  the 
estate  and  premises  was  or  were  held  on  the  29th 
day  of  September,  1811. 

Richard  Nowell  died  on  the  20th  of  October, 
1881,  having  made  his  will,  whereby  he  appointed 
Richard  Jackson  and  Robert  Jackson,  with  his 
wife  Rebecca  Nowell,  his  executors  and  executrix. 
Richard  Jackson  and  Robert  Jackson  proved  his 
wUl  in  the  proper  ecclesiastical  court. 

Richard  Nowell  not  having  by  his  will  or  other- 
wise  disposed  of  his  legal  estate  or  interest  in  the 
estate  and  premises  vested  in  him  by  the  indenture 
of  the  29th  of  December,  1810,  such  parts  as 
consisted  of  real  estate,  descended  to  Alexander 
Nowell,  his  elder  brother  and  heir-at-law,  and  such 
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1835.       part  thereof  as  consisted  of  leasehold  or  chattel 
cni^^i^^wvM  ^"^^^^sts,  became  legally  vested  in  Richard  Jackson 
^  and  Robert  Jackson,  his  executors. 

Henry  Brooksbank  ceased  to  be  a  partner  of  the 
firm  of  "  Hammersleys  &  Co.**  on  the  13th  April, 
1829.  John  Rose  Drewe  died  in  the  month  erf 
August,  1830,  and  Charles  Greenwood  died  in  the 
month  of  January,  1832.  The  persons  constituting 
the  firm  of  "  Hammersleys  &  Company,*'  at  the 
date  of  the  suit,  were  Hugh  Hammersley,  George 
Hammersley,  and  Joseph  Clarke. 

By  an  indenture  dated  on  the  29th  of  February, 
1832,  the  lands,  &c.,  which  by  the  deeds  of  the 
29th  December,  1810,  and  15th  December,  1825, 
had  been  vested  in  Richard  Nowell,  in  trust,  for 
sale,  &c.,  were  by  Alexander  Nowell,  the  heir  of 
Richard  Nowell,  and  all  parties  interested,  con- 
veyed to  Henry  Utrick  Coulthurst,  to  carry  into 
efiect  the  uses,  trusts,  and  purposes  created  and 
declared  by  the  two  deeds  of  the  29th  December, 
1810. 

Arthur  Champernowne,  the  son,  died  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  intestate,  leaving  his 
brother  Henry  Champernowne,  his  heir-at-law, 
him  surviving. 

James  Townsend  also  died  before  the  suit,  hav- 
ing  made  his  will,  and  thereof  appointed  his  son, 
James  Smith  Townsend,  executor,  who  proved  the 
same  in  the  proper  ecclesiastical  court ;  but  no 
person  had  taken  out  letters  of  administration  to 
the  estate  and  effects  of  Mary  Townsend,  left 
unadministered  by  James  Townsend,  deceased, 
or  to  the  estate  and  effects  of  Richard  Smith,  left 
unadministered  by  James  Townsend  and  Mary 
Townsend ;  and  there  was  no  personal  represent- 
ative of  Mary  Townsend  and  Richard  Smith. 
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In  Easter  Terra,  1832,  the  Plaintiffs  filed  their  1885. 
bill  of  revivor  against  the  Appellant  and  the  Rev-  cha^III^^wwi 
erend  James  Smith  Townsend ;  and  by  an  order 
made  in  the  cause,  on  the  11th  of  July,  1832, 
it  was  declared,  that  the  deeds  of  lease  and  release 
and  appointment,  bearing  date  respectively  the 
28th  and  29th  days  of  February,  1832,  were  well 
proved;  and  that  Henry  Utrick  Coulthurst  was 
trustee  for  the  purposes  therein  mentioned,  in  the 
place  and  stead  of  Richard  Nowell,  &c. 

The  appeal  was  against  the  order  of  the  9th 
June,  1831. 

For  the  Appellant :  ♦ 

A  plaintifi*  cannot  in  equity  enforce  the  perform-^ 
ance  of  a  contract  different  from  that  which  he 
made.  Here  the  Plaintiffs  contracted  expressly 
for  the  dropping  of  lives,  but  not  for  the  wearing, 
an  event  foreseen  and  known.  Compensation  for 
the  wearing  of  lives  is  not  made  a  part  of  their  case 
by  the  bill,  and  the  decree  follows  the  case  so 
made  and  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  and  the  very  terms 
of  the  contract  If  the  merits  were  in  question, 
Blount  V.  Blount  i,  and  Davy  v.  Barber  l^  would  rule 
the  decision.  But  this  appeal  will  turn  upon  a  rule 
of  settled  practice  in  courts  of  equity,  that  a  de- 
cree cannot  be  altered  in  any  direct  and  operative 
part  by  petition,  but  only  upon  re-hearing,  review, 
or  appeal.  An  issue  cannot  be  altered,  without  a 
rehearing.  The  order  in  question  alters  the  sub- 
stance  of  the  decree  on  petition.  There  is  no  other 

*■  T*he  case  was  argued  in  1833,  by  Mr.  Pepys  for  the  Ap- 
pellanty  and  by  Sir  Edward  Sugden  for  the  Respondent ;  and 
in  1835,  by  Sir  W.  W.  Follett  for  the  Appellant,  and  Mr. 
Pemberton  for  the  Respondent. 

t  3  Atk.  636.  t  '^  Atk.  t89. 
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1835.       instance  of  such  an  order:  authority  and  practice  is 
cBAnnExowin  Uniformly  to  the  contrary.    Brockfield  v.Bradky^, 
^'  Brackenbury  v.  Brackenbury.^    The  order  is  made 

upon  a  matter  which  might  have  been  the  direct  sub* 
ject  of  the  decree,  it  was  omitted,  because  it  was 
no  part  of  the  contract  between  the  parties,  and  is 
inconsistent  with  the  decree.  Where  new  facts  bavcf 
been  adduced  upon  a  collateral  subject,  there  may 
have  been  instances  of  addition  to  a  decree  by 
order  on  petition ;  but  this  is  an  alteration  of  the 
decree  upon  a  matter  directly  under  the  contempla- 
tion of  the  Court,  as  arising  out  of  the  contract,  on 
which  the  Plaintiff  founded  his  equity.  Nor  can 
this  be  done  (as  argued)  upon  further  directions : 
for  such  directions  must  be  grounded  upon  the 
decree  to  carry  the  direct  matter  and  substance  of 
it  into  full  execution.  If  the  argument  is  of  any 
force,  there  would  have  been  no  need  of  a  peti- 
tion or  order  upon  it.  It  is  asking  that  to  be 
done  which  Lord  Eldon  refused  to  do,  as  con- 
trary to  the  principle  of  pleading  and  practice  of 
courts  of  equity.  X  The  principle  is  clear  and  the 
authorities  unanswered.  The  Plaintiffs  recognised 
the  practice  by  acting  upon  it,  for  they  first  pre- 
sented a  petition  of  rehearing,  to  cure  the  defect 
in  the  decree,  and  failing  in  that,  obtained  an  irre- 
gular order  upon  the  petition  in  question. 

The  case  oi'  Hitchcock  v.  Giddins^  is  wholly  in- 
applicable to  this  case.  The  rule  is  stated  by  Mr. 
Sugden  in  his  Treatise  on  Vendors  and  Purchasers, 
in  the  chapter  on  Interest.  There  is  no  hardship 
in  the  rule.    The  parties  to  the  contract  knew  that 

*  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  64. 

t  2  Jac.  &  W.  J301.  See  Crcuzr  v.  Hunter,  2  Vcs-  jun.  157. 

1  Id.  S93.  396.  §  4  Price,  135. 
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the  lives  would  be  wearing,  and  made  their  contract      1835. 
accordingly.     This  is  a  suit  asking  the  Court  to  cnAumwwvt 
jrive  the  parties  what  they  have  not  contracted         «»• 
fon     In  the  Treatise  of  Vendors  and  Purchasers 
it  is  said  *,  that  in  the  case  of  the  purchase  of 
reversions,  it  is  now  settled  that  the  purchaser, 
from  the  time  of  the  report,  is  entitled   to  the 
benefit  of  the  dropping  of  lives;  that  the  whole 
incidental  benefit  belongs  to  the  purchaser;  and 
the  only  question  is,  whether  the  purchaser  is  to 
pay  interest  upon  the  purchase-money  ?   The  rule, 
as  laid  down   by  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Blount  v. 
Blounti^  is,   that  interest  does  not  become   due 
upon  the  wearing  of  lives;  and  in  the  decree  in 
that  case  it  is  directed  on  the  dropping  of  lives, 
but  not  in  the  case  of  wearing.     If  the  rule  is  as 
the  Respondents  contend,  where  there  is  no  spe- 
cific contract  on   the  subject,  interest  would  be 
payable  in  all  cases,  even  where  no  provision  is 
made  for  it. 

It  is  argued,  that  the  special  provisions  of  the 
contract  necessarily  imply  what  they  ask  ;  but  the 
Plaintiffs  by  their  bill  and  proceedings,  up  to  this 
time,  have  never  put  upon  this  contract  the  con- 
struction which  they  now  seek  to  have  applied  to 
it  If  the  Plaintiffs  had  been  of  this  opinion  when 
they  filed  the  bill,  they  would  have  asked,  by 
alternative  prayer,  for  this  specific  relief.  The 
pleader  must  have  known  that  the  Plaintiffs  could 
not  have  this  relief  on  the  general  prayer,  no  case 
having  been  made  for  it  It  is  not  true  that  the 
Appellants  were  the  authors  of  the  delay.  This 
appears  by  the  report  on  the  exceptions,  and  the 
orders.     The  contract  having  provided  expressly 

•  Sugd.  V.  &  P.  4th  ed.  p.  400.  f  ^"'^  P-  263. 
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1835.      for  compensation  in  one  event,  it  is  to  be  inferred 

piiAMFERNowHi ''^^^  ^^^  usueI  Tulc  sHouM  prevail  as  to  all  other 
contingencies.  The  decree  has  proceeded  upon 
this  ground,  and  cannot  be  altered  by  order  upon 
petition. 

For  the  Respondents : 

Lord  Lyndhurst  being  of  opinion  that  the  Mas*- 
ter  was  right  in  substance,  as  to  his  principle  of 
calculation,  gave  leave  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  present 
a  petition  ;  and  as  their  petition  for  rehearing  was 
excluded  by  the  practice*  of  the  Court,  an  order 
was  obtained  on  a  petition  for  that  purpose  ;  and 
such  orders,  in  such  a  case,  are  not  unusual  m 
Chancery.  The  authorities .  cited  for  the  Appel- 
lant show,  that  to  prevent  the  setting  up  an  out^ 
standing  term,  and  in  some  other  instances  where 
a  case  is  not  made  for  the  relief  by  the  bill,  and 
it  does  not  follow  as  a  necessary  consequence,  from 
the  statements  and  prayer  of  the  bill,  an  order  mast 
be  obtained  by  a  petition  of  rehearing;  not  so  where 
the  relief  is  collateral  and  consequential.  Now, 
even  before  decree,  the  question  upon  title  may 
be  referred  to  the  Master,  on  motion  on  petition, 
afler  decree,  for  it  is  incidental  to  the  relief  prayed. 
So,  in  all  cases  where  the  additional  proceeding  is 
necessary  to  complete  the  inquiry.  The  question  in 
this  case  depends  upon  the  nature  of  the  tenements,, 
and  the  broad  distinction  between  present  income 
and  prospective  value.  Here  the  charge  upon  the 
estate  would  exceed  the  value,  if  it  is  to  be  taken 
as  at  the  date  of  the  agreement.  The  original  con- 
tract adopted  by  Champernowne,  was  in  May 
1831,  and  the  purchase-money  to  be  paid  in  the 
September  following.     The  abstract  was  to  be  de- 

•  Order  in  Exch.  1731. 
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livered  in  ten  days,  and  if  the  purchase-money       1835. 

should   be  paid  before  or  after  the  time  limited, 

the  purchaser  was  to  have  the  rents  and  profits  ^ 

from  those  times  respectively.     In  the  meantime, 

by  necessary  inference,  the  rents  and  profits  un- 

doubtedly  must  belong  to  the  vendor  up  to  the 

time  of  payment.     The  provision  as  to  dropping 

of  lives  applies,  and  is  confined  to  the  time  afler 

the  29th  of  September. 

Lord  Brougham.  —  There  are  two  antecedents. 

For  the  Respondent : 

The  language  is  inaccurate,  but  the  provision 
can  only  apply  to  a  time  limited,  and  it  is  clear 
that  both  parties  contemplated  a  performance  a 
little  before  or  a  little  after  the  29th  of  September. 
The  interest  upon  the  purchase  money  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  deposit  10,000/.  was  to  belong  to  the 
vendor,  and  there  is  in  the  agreement  of  the  11th 
of  December,  1812,  a  recital  highly  material,  that 
a  balance  of  more  than  60,000/.,  the  residue  of 
the  purchase  money,  was,  at  the  date  of  the  agree- 
ment, due  from  the  vendors  to  Messrs.  Hammer- 
sley  and  Co.,  which  residue  Champernowne  by  the 
operative  part  of  the  deed  agrees  to  pay  to  them, 
and  by  the  adopted  agreement  the  purchaser  was 
to  be  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  only  from 
the  completion  of  the  payment  Now  the  rents 
and  profits  rightly  estimated  consist  partly  of  the 
nominal  or  conventional  payment  in  the  name  of 
rents  and  partly  of  the  current  value  of  the  in- 
cumbent lives. 

It  is  argued  that  the  bill  is  not  formed  so  as  to 
comprise  this  relief.  The  bill  was  obviously  framed 
with  a  view  to  this  case,  but  as  the  Court  thought 
the  decree  incomplete,  the  order  in  question  was 
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1835.  obtained  on  petition.  The  stipulations  of  the  agree- 
'^  ment  as  to  the  delivery  of  the  abstract,  payment 
^•^^  of  the  purchase  money,  &c.,  show  the  contempla- 
tion  in  both  parties  of  prompt  performance  of  the 
contract.  The  vendor  has  been  kept  twenty  years 
in  suspense,  by  the  contrivance  of  the  purchaser, 
who  proposes  to  be  subject  only  to  the  chance  of 
the  dropping  of  the  lives,  although  those  which 
remain  may  not  be  worth  two  years'  purchase: 
according  to  this  argument,  if  the  life  by  wearing 
is  reduced  to  the  value  of  a  day's  purchase,  no 
allowance  is  to  be  made  to  the  vendor.  The  bill 
asked  for  immediate  execution  of  the  contract 
This  was  prevented  by  delay.  The  consequence 
is,  that  the  vendor  is  thrown  back  upon  the  equii^ 
of  the  agreement,  and  the  result  of  the  petition 
and  order  is,  that  he  is  entitled  to  relief  ac- 
cording to  the  contract.  The  equity  of  the  case, 
the  Defendants  have  by  their  own  conduct  ac- 
knowledged, for  they  have  themselves  claimed  and 
received  compensation  in  respect  of  lives  in  which 
the  ages  were  overstated.  Orders  such  as  that  in 
question  have  frequently  been  made  by  way  of 
addition  to  the  decree  in  cases  of  dilapidations. 
The  wearing  of  lives  is  the  profit  of  the  estate, 
so  it  is  considered  in  Davj/  v.  Barber^ :  and  how 
do  such  profits  differ  from  rent  ?  The  subject  of 
purchase  being  a  reversion,  the  question  is,  what 
is  the  difference  in  the  value  of  the  revesrion  at 
the  several  times  of  the  contract  and  the  perform- 
ance: this  is  what  the  Master  found  by  his  re- 
port on  the  order.  The  report  is  imperfect,  but 
we  did  not  except,  because,  as  far  as  it  goes,  it  is 
in  our  favour.     If  the  relief  sought  is  not  given, 
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the  Respondent  is  entitled  to  interest  on  the  pur- 
chase money  from  the  date  of  the  contract  to  the 
extent  of  the  value  of  the  wearing  of  the  lives 
which  at  4  per  cent  would  exceed  his  present 
claim.  He  is  entitled  either  to  interest  as  in  ordi- 
nary contracts,  or  to  the  equivalent.  If  the  pur- 
chaser has  the  value  of  rent  in  the  wearing  of 
lives,  the  vendor  ought  to  have  interest.  Dyer,  v. 
Hargrccve.  *  We  do  not  seek  to  alter  the  contract, 
but  to  put  a  reasonable  construction  upon  it:  if  a 
contract  were  made  without  any  provision  as  to 
the  rents  and  profits  a  court  of  equity  would  ad- 
minister the  relief  now  prayed.  In  a  case  where 
a  lease  was  set  aside  after  a  contract  for  pur- 
chase, the  purchaser  upon  a  bill  filed,  was  charged 
with  the  additional  value,  Hitchcock  v.  GiddinsA 
The  principle  is  the  same,  whether  applied  to  a 
lease  or  the  wearing  of  lives ;  it  is  founded  on  the 
same  fact,  the  increase  of  value  by  an  event  not 
directly  contemplated.  Courts  of  equity  in  carry- 
ing contracts  into  execution  imply  all  necessary 
incidents.  Here  the  common  rule  as  to  interest 
from  the  nature  of  the  case  was  not  applied.  But 
the  valuation  of  the  wearing  of  lives  is  incidental 
to  the  contract  for  dropping  of  lives. 


1835. 


CHAMPBKNOWNB 
BKOOKS. 


Lord  Brougham. — When  this  appeal  was  heard 
before  your  Lordships  on  a  former  occasion,  I 
wished  my  noble  and  learned  friend  on  the  wool- 
sack to  be  present  when  it  should  be  further  ar- 
gued by  one  counsel  on  a  side.  The  difficulty 
which  I  felt  as  to  the  decision  arose  from  the  case 
of  Blount  V.  BlountXj  which  appears  to  have  been 
decided  upon  the  principle  of  not  allowing  the 
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183.5.       wearing  of  lives  to  be  taken  into  account;   for 
cHAMnftKowNx  LoFcl  Hardwicke  there  says,  that  interest  shall  not 

be  given  on  the  wearing  of  lives.  I  am  aware  of 
what  Mr.  Preston  very  judiciously  suggested,  that 
there  is  a  difference  between  the  form  of  that  pro- 
ceeding and  the  form  of  the  present  bill ;  there  it 
was  not  a  bill  for  a  specific  performance,  but  aft 
open  bidding  or  sale  in  the  Master's  office. 

But  I  have  another  general  objection  to  the 
authority  of  Blount  v.  Blount  being  decisive  of  the 
present  case.  Upon  the  question  of  the  merits,  I 
have  a  strong  opinion,  from  which  nothing  has 
moved  me  that  I  have  heard  to-day  in  favour  of 
the  decision  of  the  noble  and  learned  Judge  in  the 
Court  below  upon  the  present  case.  We  are  to 
consider  the  difference  of  the  times.  In  the  days 
of  Lord  Hardwicke,  eighty  or  a  hundred  years  ago, 
cases  of  this  sort,  involving  calculation  on  reversion- 
ary  interests,  which  gave  rise  to  questions  in  the 
transaction  of  pecuniary  and  other  affairs,  were 
of  less  frequent  occurrence,  and  consequently  the 
subject  was  less  familiar  and  necessarily  less  under- 
stood than  it  is  now,  when,  from  the  great  amount 
of  our  transactions  in  the  funds,  from  the  great 
amount  of  our  commercial,  and  consequently  pe- 
cuniary transactions,  as  well  as  transactions  of  this 
sort,  the  subject  has  become  familiar  and  well  un- 
derstood. The  establishment  of  friendly  societies 
has  brought  down  to  the  more  humble  classes  of 
the  community  a  familiarity  with  these  subjects 
which  even  the  most  learned  calculators  only  now 
and  then  considered  in  the  days  of  Lord  Hard- 
wicke. Courts  of  justice  now  proceed  upon  view^ 
and  their  attention  is  called  to  matters,  which 
were  then  not  fully  considered  or  acted  upon.    It 
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is  clearly  equitable,  and  a  pressing  equity,  not  to       1835. 
allow  a  man  to  have  both  the  interest  of  the  pur- 
-chase-money  and  the  profits  of  the  possession  of  the  "• 

estate.  This  purchaser,  pending  the  litigation,  and 
upon  the  completion  of  the  contract,  will  have 
been,  in  point  of  profit,  in  possession  during  thir- 
teen  years  before  his  entry,  because  the  rents  were 
arising  for  his  profit,  as  though  they  had  been 
lying  in  a  bag  at  the  banker's,  by  the  wearing  out 
of  the  lives. 

I  have,  therefore,  no  doubt,  as  at  present  ad- 
vised, that  the  decree  is  right  upon  the  merits  and 
the  substance  of  the  case;  at  the  same  time,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  it  would  be  a  dangerous  precedent,  if 
this  house,  the  Supreme  Couit,  in  the  last  resort, 
were  to  disturb  a  rule  so  constantly  applied  and  re- 
curring in  practice,  and  to  allow  the  alteration  of  a 
decree  by  order  on  petition,  it  being  admitted  that 
it  cannot  be  altered  upon  a  motion.  It  would  be, 
in  fact,  substituting  a  proceeding  of  that  summary 
nature  for  a  rehearing,  by  authority  of  the  Appel- 
late jurisdiction.  I  am  of  opinion,  and  the  noble 
and  learned  Lord  upon  the  woolsack  is  also  of 
opinion,  that  it  would  be  dangerous  to  open  the 
door,  by  the  authority  of  this  house,  to  such  a  pro- 
ceeding, and  such  a  precedent  would  soon  be  car- 
ried farther  than  even  the  precedent  we  should 
make  warranted,  for  that  is  the  usual  consequence 
of  bad  precedents. 

I  have  no  manner  of  doubt,  from  appearances 
as  to  what  took  place  at  the  rehearing,  that  the 
attention  of  the  Court  was  not  called  properly  and 
effectually  to  this  matter  of  form,  but  that  the 
other  and  much  more  important  point  as  to  the 
merits,  was  that  to  which  alone  the  attention  of  the 
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18S5.  Court  was  then  called.  The  unfortunate  part  rf 
the  case  is  this :  it  will  go  back  to  the  Court  be- 
«•_  low ;  there  will  be  a  little  more  litigation ;  the  par- 
ties  will  waste  their  time  and  their  money  in  that 
litigation ;  it  will  then  come  back  to  this  House, 
and  in  the  end  we  shall  probably  give  the  judgment 
which  we  might  be  ready  to  give  now,  if'  the  case 
were  rightly  before  us. 


CSiJCrXKMOWXI 

V. 

■lOOKK. 


The  Lord  Chancellor. — This  appears  to  be  an 
experiment  A  party  tries  first  a  petition  for  re- 
hearing ;  but  being  out  of  time,  and  having  failed 
in  that,  he  then  presents  this  petition.  My  atten- 
tion was  not  called  to  the  form  of  proceeding  at 
the  time.  The  petition  is  irregular,  and  the  judg- 
ment must  therefore  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed* 
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1835. 


IRELAND. 

(EXCHEQUER    CHAMBER.) 


John  Jack,  Lessee  of  Cuth-  1  ^,  .    .^ .    -^ 

T?  T T  T7       f  Plaintiff m  Error; 

BERT  jtetherston  H.  Esq.  J 

Theobald  Fetherston  H.  1  ^  ^    ,       .    ^ 
Esquire  .         -        -  J  ^^fi^^^^*  ^«  Error. 

John  Fetherston  H.  made  his  will   as  follows :  —  I  bequeath 
to  my  Dephew  Edward  Briscoe,  the  sum   of  1000/.  ster- 
ling:   to   my  nephew   Fetherston  Briscoe,   a   like  sum  of 
100(V.  sterling:  to  Cuthbert  Fetherston,  of  Ballintopher,  the 
sum  of  200/.  sterling,  with  remainder  to  his  eldest  daughter, 
in  case  he  shall  not  live  to  receive  the  same :  I  give  devise 
and  bequeath  to  my  much  respected  kinsman  William  Fe- 
therston, son  of  Cuthbert  Fetherston,  of  Mosstown,  and  to  his 
heirs  male  according  to  their  seniority  in  age»  on  their  respec- 
tively attaining  the  age   of  twenty-one  years,  all  my  estates 
real  and  personal,  in  lands  houses  and  tenements  not  herein- 
before disposed  of,  the  elder  son  surviving  of  the  said  William 
Fetherston  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten 
always  to  be  preferred  to  the  second  or  younger  son  ;  and  in 
case  of  the  failure  of  issue  male  in  the  said  William  surviving 
him,  or  their  dying  unmarried  and  without  lawful  issue  male 
attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  to  Theobald  Fe- 
therston brother  of  the  said  William,  and  his  heirs  male  law- 
fully begotten  on  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  the 
elder  to  be  preferred  to  the  younger  ;  and  in  case  of  the  death 
or  failure  of  the  issue  male  of  the  said  Theobald  lawfully  be- 
gotten and  their  not  attaining  the  age  of  twenty  one  years, 
then  to  ray  right  heirs  for  ever  :  and  I  do  hereby  empower 
the  said  Theobald  Fetherston,  when  in  possession,  to  charge 
and  encumber  the  said  estates  and  properties,  as  a  provision 
for  a  younger  child  or  children  by  him  lawfully  begotten, 
with  any  sum   not  exceeding  3000/.  sterling,  in  such  propor- 
tions as  he  shall  by  deed  or  will  direct ;  and  for  want  of  such 
direction,  or  in  the  event  of  any  of  the  sons  of  the  said  Theo- 
bald Fetherston  inheriting  the  said  estates  or  properties,  then 
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1835.  said    sum  of  3000/.  to  be   equally  di?ided  between  said 

younger  children,  be  they  son  or  sons,  daughter  or  daugh- 
ters ;  and  if  but  one  younger  child,  then  the  entire  said  sum 
vETHiEfToy.         of  3000/.  to  such  only  child,  &c.  &c. 

At  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  will,  on  the  26th  of  April 
1827>  William  Fetherston  was  living,  and  had  issue  male  of 
his  body  two  sons,  Cuthbert  Fetherston  H.,  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff,  his  eldest  son,  and  William  Fetherston  H*,  his 
second  son,  then  living.  William  Fetherston  in  the  will 
named,  died  on  the  3rd  of  May  1829,  leading  Cuthbert 
Fetherston  H.  his  eldest  son  and  heir  at  law,  and  William 
Fetherston  H.,  second  and  only  younger  son,  and  Anne  Fe- 

•   therston  H.,  his  only  daughter  him  surviving. 

The  testator  died  in  June,  1829. 

Upon  these  facts  found  in  a  special  verdict,  Held  that  the  will 
gave  an  estate  tail  to  William,  which  lapsed  by  his  death. 
Whereupon  an  estate  tail  vested  in  Theobald  the  defendaiil 
in  error. 


XHE  question  in  this  case  arose  on  the  con: 
struction  of  the  will  of  John  Fetherston  H.,  of 
Grangemore,  in  the  county  of  Westraeath. 

Cuthbert  Fetherston  H.,  the  lessor  of  the 
Plaintiff,  claimed  to  be  entitled  under  the  said  will 
to  the  several  towns  and  lands  of  Churchtown  and 
Dondaniel,  with  their  sub-denominations  and  ap« 
purtenances,  situate  in  the  barony  of  Rathcourath; 
and  also  all  the  lands  of  Priestown,  otherwise 
Pritchet*s  Park,  situate  in  the  barony  of  Farbill,  in 
the  county  of  Westmeath. 

The  Defendant  also  claimed  to  be  entitled  under 
the  will  to  the  said  premises  for  an  immediate 
estate  in  tail  male,  in  possession. 

In  order  to  try  the  question  in  dispute  between 
Cuthbert  Fetherston  H.  and  the  Defendant,  an 
action  of  ejectment  was  brought  in  Hilary  term, 
1830,  against  the  Defendant,  in  the  Court  of 
King's  BBnch^  in  Ireland,  to  recover  possessiou  jof 
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the  premises,  in  which  action  issue  was  joined ;       1835. 
and  on  the  5th  of  March  1830,  the 'action  was 
tried  at  the  assizes  for  the  county  of  Westmeath,    _^  » 
before  the  Right  Honourable  Charles  Kendal  Bushe, 
Chief  Justice  of  his  Majesty's  Court  of  King's 
Bench  in  Ireland. 

On  the  trial  the  jury  returned  a  special  verdict, 
the  material  facts  of  which  are  as  follow : — 

The  jurors  found  that  John  Fetherston  H.,  late  of 
Grangemore,  in  the  county  of  Westmeath,  Esquire, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  making  his  last  will  and 
testament,  and  the  codicil  thereto  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, and  at  the  time  of  his  death  was  seized,  &c. 
of  fee,  amongst  other  things,  of  and  in  all  that  and 
those  the  town  and  lands  of  Churchtown  and  Don- 
daniel,  with  their  several  sub-denominations  and 
appurtenances  mentioned  in  the  declaration  within 
written,  and  was  also  seized  in  his  demesne  as  of 
freehold  during  the  natural  lives  of  three  persons 
who  are  still  living  and  in  existence  of  and  in  all 
that  and  those  the  lands  of  Priestown  otherwise 
Pritchefs  Park,  mentioned  in  the  said  declaration  ; 
and  beinc:  so  seized  of  the  said  towns  and  lands  of 
Churchtown  and  Dondaniel,  with  their  several 
sub-denominations  and  appurtenances,  that  he  the 
said  John  Fetherston  H.  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
«6th  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1827, 
being  of  sound  mind,  memory,  and  understanding, 
duly  made  and  published  his  last  will  and  test- 
ament, in  writing,  &c.,  which  said  will  and  testament 
is  as  follows,  that  is  to  say, 

"  I  bequeath  to  my  nephew  Edward  Briscoe, 
«  the  sum  of  1000/.  sterling :  to  my  nephew  Fe- 
«*  therston  Briscoe,  a  like  sum  of  1000/.  sterling : 
<<  to  Cuthbert  Fetherston,  of  Ballintoher,  the  sum 
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16S5.  «  of  200/.  Sterling,  with  remainder  to  his  eldest 
jAcr  "  daughter,  in  case  he  shall  not  survive  to  receive 
^'  "same  :  I  give  devise  and  bequeath  to  my  much 

"  respected  kinsman  William  Fetherston,    son  of 
**  Cuthbert  Fetherston,  of  Mosstown,  and  to  his 
"  heirs  male  according  to  their  seniority  in  age,  on 
**  their  respectively  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one 
**  years,  all  my  estates  real  and  personal  in  lands, 
^^  houses  and  tenements  not  hereinbefore  disposed 
**  of,  the  elder  son  surviving  of  the  said  William 
Fetherston  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  law- 
fully begotten  always  to  be  preferred  to  the  se- 
cond or  younger  son ;  and  in  case  of  the  failure 
of  issue  male  in  the  said  William  surviving  him, 
or  their  dying  unmarried   and  without   lawful 
"  issue  male  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
"  then  to  Theobald  Fetherston,  brother  of  the  said 
**  William,  and  his  heirs  male  lawfully  begotten,  on 
"  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  the  elder 
"  to  be  preferred  to  the  younger ;  and  in  case  of 
"  the  death  or  failure  of  the  issue  male  of  the  said 
"  Theobald  lawfully  begotten,  and  their  not  attain- 
**  ing  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  to  my  right 
"  heirs  for  ever :  and  I  do  hereby  empower  the 
"  said  Theobald  Fetherston,  when  in  possession,  to 
"  charge  and  incumber  said  estates  and  properties, 
**  as  a  provision  for  a  younger  child  or  children  by 
"  him  lawfully  begotten,  with  any  sum  not   ex- 
"  ceeding  3000/.  sterling,  in  such  proportions  as 
"  he  shall  by  deed  or  will  direct ;  and  for  want  of 
**  such  direction,  or  in  the  event  of  any  of  the  sons 
*^  of  the  said  Theobald  Fetherston  inheriting  the 
*^  said  estates  or  properties,  then  said  sum  of  3000/1 
"  to   be   equally   divided   between   said   younger 
^^  children^    be  they   son   or    sons,  daughter  or 
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"daughters;  and  if  but  one  younger  child,  then       1835. 
.**  the  entire  of  said  sura  of  3000/.  to  such  only 
"  child,"  &c. 

On  the  9th  of  June  1829,  the  testator  John  Fe- 
therston  H.,  being  so  seized  and  possessed  as  afore- 
said, made  and  published  a  codicil  in  writing  to 
his  will,  which  codicil  bore  date  on  the  day  and 
.year  last  aforesaid,  and  was  signed  by  him  the  test- 
ator in  the  presence  of  two  credible  witnesses  only, 
.who  subscribed  their  names  as  witnesses  thereof  in 
the  presence  of  the  said  testator  John  Fetherston 
H.,  which  said  codicil  is  as  follows : — 

"Grangemore,  9th  of  June,  1829,  I  do  hereby 
**  revoke  my  former  will  with  respect  to  the  houses 
and  lands  of  Grangemore ;  all  these  and  the  fur- 
niture belonging  to  them  I  now  will  to  my  ne- 
phew Edward  Briscoe,  in  addition  to  what  he  is 
**  entitled  to  by  my  last  will.  John  Fetherston  H. 
"  (Seal.)  Witness,  James  Montgomery,  James 
**  Adams  ;*'  as  it  doth  by  the  said  codicil  produced 
in  evidence  to  the  jurors  aforesaid  appear. 

The  testator  John  Fetherston  H.  died  on  the 
22d  of  June  1829,  seized  of  the  said  towns  and 
lands  of  Churchtown  and  Dondaniel,  with  their 
several  subdenominations  and  appurtenances,  and 
of  the  said  lands  of  Priestown,  otherwise  Pritchefs 
Park,  without  further  altering  or  jevoking  his  will, 
and  without  altering  or  revoking  his  codicil  to  his 
will,  and  leaving  Cuthbert  Fetherston  H.,  the  eldest 
son  of  the  devisee  William  Fetherston,  him  surviv-. 
ing,  and  also  leaving  the  Defendant  Theobald 
JFetherston  H.,  the  devisee  in  the  will  named,  to 
whom  a  remainder  in  the  lands  was  thereby  limited^ 
.him  surviving. 

'    The  special  verdict  was  afterwards  argued  before 

R  3 


JACK 
neTRXMTOlf 


SIS  CASES  IN   THE  HOUSE   OF  LORDS 

1835.  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Ire- 
land, and  on  the  9th  of  February  1831,  the  Court 
^^ ^  gave  judgment  unanimously  in  favour  of  the  De- 
fendant, and  judgment  was  accordingly  made  up 
on  the  postea  of  the  special  verdict  in  favour  of  the 
Defendant. 

The  Plaintiff  afterwards  brought  a  writ  of  error 
on  this  judgment  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in 
Ireland,  and  the  case  was  argued  at  great  length  in 
the  Exchequer  Chamber  before  the  twelve  Judges 
of  Ireland;  and  on  the  13th  of  June  183S,  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  gave  an  unanimous 
judgment  in  favour  of  the  Defendant,  and  thereby 
affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench. 

From  these  decisions  the  Plaintiff  appealed  to 
the  House  of  Lords. 

For  the  appellant  Sir  John  Campbell  and  Mr. 
Jemmett. 

The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  the  estate 
limited  by  the  will  of  John  Fetherston  to  William 
Fetherston  and  his  heirs  male,  falls  within  the  rule 
of  law  in  Shelley's  case.  Or  whether  there  is  an 
intention  apparent  upon  the  will  that  William 
should  take  an  estate  for  life,  only  remainder  to 
the  first  and  other  sons  of  William  successively  as 
purchasers  in  tail.  If  the  first  part  of  the  will  only 
be  referred  to,  it  might  appear  that  William  took 
an  estate  tail.  That  is  clear,  if  the  word  "  heirs" 
he  used  in  the  strict  technical  sense  as  a  word  of 
limitation  and  not  of  purchase.  It  is  not  like  the 
word  "  sons"  which  is  a  word  of  purchase  ;  it  is 
not  like  the  word  "  issue"  which  is  of  a  flexible 
nature,  and  with  regard  to  which  there  is  no  pre- 
sumption one  way   or  another.     The  presumptioD 
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is  that  the  word  "  heirs'*  is  used  as  a  word  of  limit-.  J^^ 
ation  and  not  of  purchase,  but  in  construing  a  jack 
will,  courts  of  justice  always  look  to  the  sense  in 
which  the  word  is  used  by  the  testator.  If  he 
puts  a  meaning  on  it  which  is  equivalent  to  **  son," 
then  it  is  to  be  construed  as  a  word  of  purchase 
and  not  as  a  word  of  limitation.  Your  lordships 
will  endeavour  to  collect  from  the  whole  context 
of  the  will  in  what  sense  it  was  used  by  the  test- 
ator. The  first  clause  of  the  will  **  I  give  to 
William  and  his  heirs  male,  according  to  seniority 
&c. ;  '*  if  it  had  stood  alone,  would  clearly  have 
vested  an  estate  tail  in  William,  because  there 
would  be  nothing  to  make  it  an  exception  to  the 
rule  in  Shelley^s  case.  But  the  son  is  persona 
designcUa;  and  there  are  words  of  hmitation  added 
to  the  limitation  in  favour  of  the  son,  which  shew 
that  the  son  is  made  the  stirps  from  which  those 
who  are  to  take  under  the  estate  tail  were  to  be 
derived.  He  devises  the  estate  tail  to  the  elder 
son  *•  surviving'* — a  very  important  word  in  the 
singular  number  ;  and  at  this  time  William  had  a 
son,  Cuthbert,  whose  existence  must  have  been 
well  known  to  the  testator.  The  devise  is  to 
**  the  elder  son  surviving  of  the  said  William 
**Fetherston,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  law- 
**  fully  begotten"  —  words  of  limitation  being 
super-added  in  the  devise  to  the  son.  Can  there 
be  any  reasonable  doubt,  unless  there  be  some 
rigid  rule  of  law  preventing  the  intention  of  the 
testator  being  carried  into  effect,  that  although 
there  is  not  an  estate  for  life  expressly  limited  to 
William  the  first  taker,  the  intention  of  the  testator 
was  that  William  should  take  no  larger  interest 
.tlian  an  estate  for  life  without  any  power  of  aliens 
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1835.       ating  the  property,  and  that  after  his  death  his  eldest 
surviving  son  should  take  an  estate  by  purchase. 

J'- ^         The  testator  has  here  put  a  meaning  upon  the 

word  **  heirs  :"  he  has  shewn  that  he  used  that 
word  in  an  improper,  untechnical  sense,  and  that 
he  has  used  it  for  "  son."  He  has  told  us  his 
meaning  was  the  same  as  if  he  had  in  words  given 
the  lands  to  William,  son  of  Cuthbert  FetherstoD, 
for  life,  and  to  his  sons,  the  elder  son  surviving, 
and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  to  be  preferred. 
The  limitation  is  to  the  son  who  shall  survive,  so 
that  it  might  be  contended  that  this  estate  tail 
would  not  be  vested  until  the  death  of  William, 
that  it  is  in  effect  a  contingent  remainder. 

These  words  are  different  from  any  words  to  be 
found  in  a  will,  where  it  has  been  decided  that  the 
first  devisee  took  an  estate  tail ;  and  they  are  es- 
sentially different  from  the  words  giving  the  re^ 
mainder  over  to  Theobald,  which  are  **  in  case  of 
failure  of  issue  male  in  the  said  William  surviving 
him,  or  their  dying  unmarried,  and  without  lawful 
issue  male,  attaining  the  age  of  twenty*one 
years,  then  to  Theobald  Fetherston,  brother  of  the 
said  William,  and  his  heirs  male  lawfully  begotten, 
on  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years."  There 
are  no  such  words  here  as  "  the  elder  son  surviving 
Theobald."  Admitting  that  Theobald  took  an 
estate  tail,  there  are  no  words  following  that  would 
rebut  the  rule  of  law  that  an  estate  being  given  to 
him  and  his  heirs  male,  it  would  be  an  est:ite  tail 
executed  in  him.  The  words  in  the  gift  to  William 
"  On  their  respectively  attaining  the  age  of  twenty 
one  years"  also  indicate  that  the  testator  us^ 
"  heirs"  as  a  word  equivalent  to  **  sons,"  and  if  you 
are  satisfied  that  the  word  is  so  used,  you  will  con- 
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strue  the  word  in  the  same  sense  which  the  testator       igss. 
has  put  upon  it. 

Here  is  a  particular  intent  that  William  should  "^ 
take  an  estate  for  life  only,  and  that  the  first  and 
other  sons  should  take  successively  in  tail  maje  by 
purchase.  Nor  is  there  any  general  intent  which 
requires  a  different  construction  to  be  put  upon  the 
words.  It  has  been  suggested  that  the  general  in- 
tent might  have  been  defeated,  supposing  William's 
son  had  had  a  son,  and  that  son,  could  not  take 
by  purchase.  That  is  a  difficulty,  but  it  is  a  remote 
possibility,  and  ought  to  be  contrasted  with  the 
very  near  probability  of  William  dying  in  the  life- 
time of  the  testator,  because  in  such  event,  if  it 
was  an  estate  tail  in  William,  all  the  issue  of  William 
are  defeated  :  they  take  nothing.  It  will  much  more 
effectually  further  the  intentions  of  the  testator, 
and  make  that  disposition  of  his  property  which  he 
intended,  by  construing  it  to  be  an  estate  for  life  in 
William  with  successive  estates  tail  by  purchase  to 
his  first  and  other  sons. 

There  are  cases,  in  which  words  not  more  pow- 
erful than  those  which  occur  in  this  will,  have 
been  held  abundantly  sufficient  to  show  that  the 
word  "  heirs"  has  been  used  as  sons,  so  as  to  prevent 
the  rule  in  Shellet/^s  case  taking  effect. 

In  Jrdier^s  case*  the  limitation  was  to  A.  for 
life,  and  afterwards  to  the  next  heir  male,  and  to  the 
next  heirs  of  the  body  of  such  heir  male.  It  was 
held  to  be  only  an  estate  for  life  in  A.,  remainder 
to  the  heir  by  purchase,  because  the  heir  was 
shewn  tohe persona  designata,  as  "  eldest  surviving 
Boa**  is  in  this  case. 

JLisle  v.  Grai/if  which  turned  upon  the  construc- 

•  1  Rep.  63.  t  2  Lcvinz,  223. 
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1835.       tion  of  a  deed  was  a  case  of  ejectment  for  lands  in 
Northuraberland,  and  on    a   special  verdict,  the 
case  was    this : — "  One  seized  of  the   lands  in 
question     covenanted   to    stand,    seized    to    the 
use  of  himself  for  life  ;  the  remainder  to  Edward 
his    first    son  for    life ;    the    remainder    to   the 
first  son  of  Edward  in  tail  male  ;  the  remainder  to 
the  second,  third,  and  fourth  sons  of  Edward  in 
tail  male."     Then  follow  these  words — "  And  sa 
•*  to  every  of  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  Ed- 
ward respectively  and  successively,  and  to  the 
heirs  males  of  their  bodies,  according  to  their 
**  seniority  of  birth,  the  remainder  to  the  lessoF  of 
"  the  plaintiff  for  life,  the  remainder  to  his  first  son 
**  in  tail  male,  and  to  his  second,  third,  and  fourth 
**  son  in  tail  male,  and  so  to  all  and  every  other, 
**  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  lessor  of  the 
"  plaintiff  severally   and   respectively,    according 
**  to  their  seniority  of  birth."  The  covenantor  died; 
Edward   suffered   a   common   recovery  and   died 
without  issue  male ;    and  the   question  was  whe- 
ther he  could  bar  the  remainders  by  a  recovery, 
whether  he  took  an  estate  tail    in  default  of  the 
issue  of  the  four  sons,   or  whether  he  was  only 
tenant  for  life  ;  and  it  was  held  that  these  words 
"  and  so  to  all  and  every  other  the  heirs  male  of 
"  the  body  of  Edward"  should  be  taken  as  if  it 
were  to  all  and  every  the  sons  of  Edward  (the 
same  question  as  arises  here).     It  was  argued  for 
the  lessor,  that  Edward  took  only  an  estate  for 
life,  and  that  the  heirs  male  were  to  take  by  pur- 
chase.   On  the  other  hand  it  was  argued  that  the 
words  of  the  limitation  shewed  that  the  ancestor 
took  an  estate  of  freehold  with  a  limitation  afier* 
wards  to  his  heirs  or  the  heirs  male  of  his  body> 
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which  vested  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  the  first       1835. 
taker,  for  which  Shelley*^  case  was  cited.     The 
court  decided  that  Edward  took   "  only  an  estate  ^' 

v  ■■■■» 

for  life  by  the  manifest  intent  of  the  conveyance, 
which  ought  to  be  pursued  where  by  any  means  it 
can."  In  effect  the  judgment  was,  that  the  cove- 
nantor used  the  word  •*  heirs"  for  "  sons,"  and, 
consequently,  that  Edward  took  only  an  estate  for 
life,  and  that  the  sons  took  an  estate  tail  by  purchase. 

Here  he  first  uses  the  word  heir  and  then  son, 
while  there  he  first  uses  son  and  then  heir-male.* 

In  Lcrwe  v.  Davies^^  "  Daniel  Jevau  devised  part 
"  of  his  lands  to  his  wife  Dame  Anne  Jevau  for 
*«  and  during  her  natural  life,  and  from  and  after 
"  her  decease  then  to  his  son  Benjamin  Jevau 
«*  and  his  heirs  lawfully  to  be  begotten.*'  (Here 
the  word  "  heirs "  is  used  first,  and  if  I  stop  here 
it  is  an  estate  tail ;)  but  then  is  added,  ^*  that  is  to 
*»  say,  to  his  first,  second,  third,  and  every  son  and 
**  sons  successively,  lawfully  to  be  begotten  of  the 
**  body  of  said  Benjamin,  and  the  heirs  of  the 
«*  body  of  such  first,  second,  third  and  every  other 
«*  son  and  sons  successively,  lawfully  issuing  as  they 
**  shall  be  in  seniority  of  age  and  priority  of  birth, 
"  the  eldest  always  and  the  heirs  of  his  body  to  be 
"  preferred  before  the  youngest  and  the  heirs  of  his 
"  body  and  in  default  of  such,  &c."  1\\  one  case  it  is 
to  William  and  to  his  heirs,  the  elder  son  surviving, 

•  This  case,  as  reported  by  Levlnz,  concludes  thus :  "  And 
'<  so  they  gave  judgment  for  tlie  PJaintifF;  upon  which  a  writ  of 
'*  error  was  brought,  and  upon  the  first  argument  the  Court  of 
'<  Exchequer  Chamber  inclined  to  affirm  the  judgment,  but  be- 
''  fore  it  was  affirmed  or  reversed,  the  suit  abated,  per  mortem^ 
'*  and  afterward  a  new  ejectment  was  brought,  sed  quid  indc 
•*  vtnit^  nescio"  But  it  appears  (see  1  P.  W.  90.)  that  the 
judgment  was  affirmed* 

t  2H  Lord  Raymond,  ^1561. 
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J^35.^      "  *^^  ^^^  heirs  male  of  his  body  lawfully  b^otten 
"  always  to  be  preferred  to  the  second  or  younger 

son/'  shewing  in  the  one  case  and  in  the  other 
that  **  son"  and  "  heirs,"  are  used  synonymously. 

In  Lcrwe  v.  Davies  "  it  was  insisted  on,"  that "  aa 
"  express  estate  tail  being  given  to  Benjamin  by 
"  the  first  words  and  no  express  estate  for  life," 
."  the  videlicet   that  comes  after   and   the  subse> 
/'  quent  words  in  the  other  devises,  cannot  turn 
"  that  into   an  estate  for  life  in  Benjamin  with 
^^  intails  to  his  sons  successively,  for  what  follows 
^^  the  videlicet  and  the  other  devises  to  the  sods  is 
•*  contrary  to  the  express  devise  to  Benjamin,  sed 
."  non  allocatur  ;  for  per  curiam  the  whole  will  must 
"  be  took  together,  and  one  part  explained  by  the 
*<  other ;  and  tiie  intent  was  most  manifest*  that 
<<  the  devisor  in   all  the   devises  of  the  lauds  io 
."  question    designed   to  give   Benjamin   only  an 
•*  estate  for  life  and  not  in  tail,  and  the   videlicet^ 
"  and  the  other  clauses,  were  not  contrary   but 
•*  explanatory  of  what  heirs  of  the  body  of  Benjamin 
•*  the  devisor  meant.     And  Judgment   was  given 
"  for  the  Plaintiff  November  18th  I729,  by  the 
"  unanimous  opinion   of  all   the  Judges."     And 
there  was  no  writ  of  error  brought.   The  reasoning 
of  the  court  in  that  case  applies  strongly  to  the 
present.     Every  argument  in  that  case  might  be 
used  against  the  construction  for  which  the  Re- 
spondents contend  in  this  case,  and  among  others^ 
against  that    argument   of  the   elder   son    dying 
leaving  a  son;  to  provide  for  which  event,  it  might 
be  said  that  if  the  intent  of  the  testator  were  to  be 
carried  into  effect,  it  would  be  necessary  to  find  an 
estate  tail  in  the  first  taker,  and  thereby  to   defeat 
the  general  intent.    But  the  argument  failed  in  that 
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case  as  it  would  in  this  ;  since  the  Court  is  merely       18S5. 
to  consider  how  the  words  are  intended  to  be  used;      ^^^^ 

'  JACK 

and  to  carry  the  intent  into  effect.  ^*     ^ 

Doe  V.  Laming*  was  a  case  of  a  devise  of  gavel- 
kind lands  in  these  words,  to  A  and  "  the  heirs 
**  of  his  body  lawfully  to  be  begotten :"  then 
there  follow  these  words,  shewing  that  the  tes- 
tator  did  not  use  heirs  in  the  proper  technical 
sense,  ^<as  well  females  as  males,  and  to  their 
«*  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  to  be  divided 
equally,  share  and  share  alike."  Gavelkind 
lands' would  not  descend  to  the  females:  this 
breaks  the  descent,  and  shewed  that  the  pre- 
ceding words  could  not  be  used  in  the  strict 
technical  sense  ;  and  therefore  it  was  held  that  the 
words  "  heirs  of  the  body*'  did  not  operate  as 
words  of  limitation,  or  create  an  estate  tail  in  A. 
This  is  another  exception  to  the  technical  con- 
struction of  the  word  **  heirs,**  &c.  arising  from  the 
context. 

Again  in  Goodtitle  v.  Herring  \  this  doctrine  is 
fully  recognised.  There  was  '•  a  devise  to  A.  for 
"  her  natural  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste : 
*«  remainder  to  Trustees  to  preserve  contingent 
**  remainders,  remainder  to  the  heirs  male  of  the 
**  body  of  A.  to  be  begotten  severally  successively, 
**  and  in  remainder  one  after  another  according  to 
**  seniority.**  Here  are  words  which  would  give  a 
technical  estate  tail— but  then  follow  these  words, 
^*  the  elder  of  such  sons  and  thie  heirs  male  of  his 
••  body  being  always  preferred  before  the  younger 
**  of  such  sons,  and  the  heirs  male  of  their  bodies^ 
"  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  daughter  and 

♦  S  T.  K.  135.  note.;  2  Burrow,  1100. 
f  1  .E«t,ll64». 
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1835.       <<  daughters  of  the  body  of  A.  as  tenants  in  common. 

«*  in  tail,"  remainder  over.  Here  it  was  held  that  A 

*•  took  only  an  estate  for  life,  and   that  the    words 

"  heirs  male  of  her  body"  were  explained  by  the 

subsequent  words  to  mean  first  and  other  sons. 

Lord  Kenyon  in  construing  this  will,  lays  down 
the  rule  of  law  peculiarly  applicable  to  this  case : 
he  says  **  I  have  not  the  smallest  doubt  upon  this 
case.  The  intention  is  most  obvious  to  give  the  first 
taker  only  an  estate  for  life;  but  if  that  intention 
could  not  be  carried  into  effect  without  shaking 
a  positive  rule  of  law,  I  should  certainly  bow  to 
the  decisions."      The    case    of  Colson  v.    Cols&n 
went  on  that  ground,  and  so  afterwards  did  Pern/n 
v.  Blake  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  where  the 
Judges    thought    that  afler    the   rule  of  law  in 
Shellejf^  case  had  governed  so  many  subsequent 
decisions,  however  imperfect  in  itself)  as  a  rule  for 
construing  the   intention   of  the  testator,  it    was 
necessary  to  abide  by  it     That  rule  however  is 
only  established  to  the  extent  in  which  it  is  to  be 
found  in   Shelley^ ^   case,  to  this  effect,  that  if  an 
estate  of  freehold  be  given  to  a   man,  and  either 
mediately  or  immediately  in  any  part  of  the  same 
instrument,  an  estate  is  limited  to  the  heirs  of  his 
body,  the  latter  limitation   will    unite    with    the 
former,  and  give  him  an  estate  tail,  but  it  never 
has  been  decided  that  those  words  might  not  be 
otherwise  explained  in  the  will  by    the   testator 
himself.       They  were  so  explained  in  Lawe  v. 
D(wies.  There  the  question  was  whether  the  words 
"  heirs  lawfully  to  be  begotten"  could  not  be  ex- 
plained by  the  subsequent  words  to  mean  heirs  of 
a  certain  description  j  in  other  words,  whether  the 
testator  could  not  say  <<  by  heirs  lawfully  to  be 
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"  begotten,  I  mean  the  first  and  other  sons  succes-  1835. 
"  sively,"  &c.  of  the  first  taker.  Of  this  there 
could  be  no  doubt.  In  former  times  indeed  greater 
strictness  was  attributed  to  the  meaning  of  the 
words  "  heirs  of  the  body/'  The  estate  which  was 
the  subject  of  dispute  in  the  case  of  Lawe  v.  Davies 
came  afterwards  to  a  gentleman  who  was  not  per- 
fectly  satisfied  with  the  decision,  and  would  have  it 
canvassed  again.  His  doubts  were  founded  upon 
an  old  opinion  which  he  had  discovered  of  Lord 
Holt's,  that  the  words  "  Heirs  of  the  body  "  were 
so  positively  to  give  an  estate  tail  to  the  first 
taker,  that  they  could  not  be  gotten  rid  of  by  sub- 
sequent  words.  That  opinion  I  have  seen,  but  it 
was  certainly  too  straight-laced  a  construction ; 
and  nobody  has  ever  since  doubted  but  that  the 
case  of  Lawe  v.  Davies  was  rightly  decided.  That 
case  however,  if  it  wanted  confirmation  has  been 
fortified  by  the  subsequent  decision  in  Doe  v.  ia- 
mingy*^  (of  which  his  Lordship  read  a  note  of  Mr. 
Fulmer's,  taken  as  he  said  more  accurately  than 
that  by  Sir  James  Burrow).  "  The  Court  there 
clearly  thought  that  the  subsequent  words  *  as 
^  well  females  as  males'  shewed  that  the  testator 
meant  the  words  '  heirs  of  the  body,'  &c.  to  be 
words  of  description  of  the  persons  whom  he 
intended  should  take,  and  not  words  of  limitation. 
I  well  remember  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Morgan^ 
there  were  no  words  of  limitation  superadded  to 
the  devise  to  the  heirs  male,  which  has  always 
been  holden  to  be  of  great  weight  in  cases  of  this 

sort. 

"  It  is  unnecessary  to  go  through  all  the  other 
cases.  Bagshaw  v.  Spencer  establishes  the  same 
principle.    Lisk  v,  Grai/  is  stronger  stilly  because 
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1835.       it  was  a  construction  on  a  deed.     All  conspire  to 
shew  that  Margaret  Davis  took  only  an  estate  for 

«• life,  and  not  in  tail.** 

There  is  an  Irish  authority,  where  the  words  are 
not  "  heirs**  or  "  heirs  of  body,**  but  **  issue;*' 
but  the  reasoning  upon  that  case  is  very  material: 
it  is  the  case  of  Mandeville  v.  Lackey  •,  decided 
before  the  Irish  House  of  Lords.  There  was  a 
special  verdict  finding  these  facts  :  — 

"  James  Butler  being  seised  in  fee  of  one  un- 
"  divided  third  part  of  the   premises,  mentioned 
•*  in   the   declaration,    on  the  3d   of  November, 
**  I78I,  duly  made  his  last  will,  by  which  inter 
**  alia  he  devised  all    his  worldly   substance,  of 
**  what  kind  and  nature  soever,  &c.,  whether  real 
**  or  personal,  as  follows :  —  I  give,  leave,  and  be- 
"  queath  unto  my  nephew,  Edmond  Mandeville,  of 
"  Callan,  in  the  county  of  Kilkenny,  gentleman, 
"  during  his  life  only,  subject,  &c.,  and  afler  the  de- 
"  termination  of  that  estate,  to  the  said  Edmond 
"  Mandeville*^  lawful  issue  maky  and  the  lawful 
**  isstie  male  of  such  heirs.'*    (He  first  uses  the  words 
issue  and  then  heirs ;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  that  would  be  quite  enough  to  create  an  estate 
tail  in  Edmond,)  **  the  eldest  always  of  such  sons 
"  of  the  said  Edmond  Mandeville  to  be  always 
"  preferred  before  the  youngest,  according  to  their 
"  seniority  in  age  and  priority  of  birth  ;  and  for 
<*  want  of  such  lawful  issue  in  the  said  Edmond 
"  Mandeville,    to  the    Right    Honourable   Lord 
««  Carrick,  and  his  issue  male,**  subject  to  certain 
charges    therein    mentioned,    with   a    remainder, 
from    and   after   the   determination   of  the  said 
estates,    to    the   use  of   the   Right  Honourable 

*  3  Ridgeway's  Cases,  p.  S52. 
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John  Scott,  Esquire ;  and  after  his  decease  to        ISSit. 
"  the  use   of  his   lawful   issue   male,   the   eldest 
"  always  taking  place  of  the  youngest,'*  &c. 

James  Butler,  the  testator,  died  on  the  20th  of 
November,  1781,  unmarried,   and  without  issue, 
when  Edmond  Mandeville  entered  into  and  be- 
came seised  of  one  undivided  third  part  of  the 
said  towns,    lands,   and   premises;  and  being  so 
seised,  in   Hilary  terqfi,    1788,  28  G.  3.,  levied  a 
fine,  and  suffered  a  recovery  of  the  said  premises. 
On  the  7th  of  May,  1790,  Edmond  Mandeville 
died,  leaving  no  issue  born,  but  leaving  the  De- 
fendant, his  wife,  enceinte  of  a  daughter,  who  was 
afterwards  born ;  to  wit,  Mary  Frances,  who  was 
then  living,  and  was  the  heiress-at-law  of  Edmond 
Mandeville.     On  the  28th  of  November,  1790,  the 
Earl   of  Carrick  entered  a  claim  upon  the  fine; 
and  on  the  28th  of  December  following,  he  made 
an  effectual  entry  upon  the  premises,  in  the  de- 
claration, to  avoid  the  operation  of  the  fine.     The 
special  verdict  then  found  lease,  entry,  and  ouster, 
and  concluded  in  the  usual  form.      The  question 
to  be  determined  in  that  case  was  whether  Edward 
Mandeville  took  an  estate  for  life  or  in  tail  under 
the  will   of  James  Butler  :    and  the  words  were 
the  same  as  in  this  case,  <^  and  for  want  of  such 
**  lawful  issue,*'  &c.,  with  a  limitation  over.    The 
question  was  argued,  that  the  word  "  issue"  in  a 
will  has  the  same  import  and  effect  with  the  words 
'*  heirs  of  the  body,*'  and  is  more  properly  a  word 
of  limitation  than  of  purchase ;  it  is  a  plural  word, 
and  as  comprehensive  as  the  words  "  heirs  of  the 
"  body,"  which  have  always  been  admitted  to  be 
words  of  limitation :   but  it  was  decided  unani- 
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1834.  mously  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  that  Edmond 
took  only  an  estate  for  life,  not  an  estate  tail  to  his 
first  and  other  sons  by  purchase. 

A  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  and  Lord  Chief  Baron  Yelverton  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  Judges  in  favour  of  the  judgment 
below.  Lord  Chancellor  Clare  said,  "The  judgment 
in  this  case  does  not  in  any  measure  shake  the  au- 
thority of  any  one  of  the  cases  which  have  been  cited 
at  the  bar.    The  general  rule  is  clearly  settled,  that 
where  an  estate  is  given  by  deed  or  by  will  to  a  man 
for  his  life,  with  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  his  body, 
or  to  his  issue,  without  saying  more,  an  estate  tail 
vests  in  the  ancestor,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body  or 
his  issue  will  take  it  by  limitation.    The  rule  never 
was  questioned  that  I  know  of,  except  in  the  case  of 
Perrin  v.  Blake  ;  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  in  that  case  was  reversed  in  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber.     So  far,  therefore,  as  the  case 
of  Perrin  v.  Blake  goes,  I  consider  it  to  be  an  au- 
thority further  confirming  this  rule.    It  was  origin- 
ally founded  in  the  principles  of  the  feudal  law,  to 
prevent  conveyances  in  fraud  of  the  tenure;"  (that 
is  a  very  disputed  point,  what  was  the  origin  of  the 
principle  of  the  rule  in  Shelley*^  Case).     "But  this 
rule  of  interpretation  prevails  only  where  the  limits 
ation  is  such  as  I  have  stated,unaccompanied  by  words 
of  explanation.    If  the  testator  will  explain  what  he 
means  by  "heirs  of  the  body*'  or  "issue  male  ;**  if 
there  be  a  clear  designation  of  the  persons  whom 
he  means  to  give  the  estate  to  as  purchasers,  there 
the  rule  has  always  been  relaxed,  and  the  intention 
of  the  testator  has  been  effectuated."    I  can  hardly 
conceive  words  more  clearly  designating  the  person 
than  those  which  the  testator  in  this  will  uses,  when 
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he  says,  "the  elder  son  surviving  of  the  said  Wil-  1834. 
"  liara  Fetherston,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body 
**  lawfully  begotten,  always  to  be  preferred  to  the 
**  second  or  younger  son."  The  truth  is,  as  Lord 
Eidon  said  in  the  case  of  Jesson  v.  Wright^  by 
sacrificing  the  particular  intent  to  the  general  in« 
tent  you  defeat  both,  because  you  allow  the  first 
taker  to  obtain  a  complete  dominion  over  the  pro- 
perty ;  he  takes  an  estate  tail,  and  by  that  the 
intention  of  the  testator  is  defeated. 

In  the  case  of  Poole  v.  Poole  there  are  certainly 
words  which  look  very  much  like  those  in  the  will 
of  John  Fetherston,  but  it  was  not  upon  those 
words  that  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  gave  their 
opinion,  but  upon  what  in  the  civil  law  is  de^ 
nominated  the  specialty  of  the  case.  There  were 
limitations  pretty  much  resembling  those  contained 
in  this  will,  but  Lord  Alvanley  cautiously  abstains 
from  giving  an  opinion  what  the  decision  would  be 
if  the  words  on  which  the  Respondent  relies  were 
used  in  that  case.  In  Pook  v.  Poole  the  testator 
devised  all  his  real  estates  to  the  use  of  trustees  (it 
was  equitable  estate,  but  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
did  that  which  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  has  refused  to 
do;  namely,  put  a  construction  upon  the  words  as  if 
legal  estates  were  taken,)  and  their  heirs,  that  they 
should  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  estate  for 
the  use  and  benefit  of  his  first  son  hy  Lucy  his 
wife  begotten,  or  to  be  begotten,  during  his  life, 
and  also  upon  trust  to  preserve  the  contingent 
remainders  from  being  defeated  or  destroyed,  and 
after  his  decease  in  trust  for  the  several  heirs  male 
of  such  first  son  lawfully  issuing  so  as  the  elder 
of  snch   sons  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body, 
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1834.      should    always  be    preferred    and    taken   before 

the  younger,    and   the  heirs   male  of  his  body, 

and  for  want  of  such  issue  in  trust,  for  his  second, 

&c.     The  testator  then  charged  the  estates  with 

certain    provisions    and    devised   them,    **  to   his 

"  nephew  Thomas   Poole    then    residing  in   the 

"  East  Indies,  for  life ;  then  to  trustees  to  preserve 

**  contingent    remainders ;  then    to    his    nephew 

"  Anderton  Poole   for  life ;  then   to  trustees  to 

"  preserve   contingent  remainders ;  and  after  the 

"  death  of  Anderton  Poole,  to  the  first  and  every 

"  other  son  and  sons  of  the   body   of  Anderton 

Poole,  lawfully  to  be  begotten  successively  as 

they  shall  be  in  priority  of  birth,  and  seniority  of 

age,  and  the  several  heirs  of  their  respective 

bodies  lawfully  issuing  so  as  the  elder  of  such 

son,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body  shall  always  be 

preferred  and  take   before  the  younger  of  the 

•*  same  sons  and  the  heirs  of  his  and  their  bodies.'* 

The  question  was,  whether  the  eldest  son  of  the 

testator  took  an  estate  for  life  or  in  tail ;  or  in  other 

words  whether  the   testator   had    not    explained 

himself  by  the  words,  "heirs  male  of  the  body*'  in 

that  devise,  to  say  "  sons,"  by  declaring  "  that 

**  the  elder  of  such  sons  and  the  heirs  of  his  body 

should  always  be  preferred  and  taken  before  the 

younger."  If  the  will  had  stopped  there,  the  case 

might  have  been  in  point ;  but  even  if  it  had  been 

upon  those  words  Lord  Alvanley  had  given  his 

judgment,  I  would  still  have  distinguished  that 

case  from  the  present,  for  here  we   have   **  the 

**  elder  son  surviving  of  the  said  William  Fether- 

"  ston."  There  are  no  such  words  in  Pook  v.  Poole. 

The  words  in  John  Fetherston's  will  are  much 

more  powerful  to  designate  the  person.  On  referring 
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to  Poole  V.  Poole  you  will  find  that  it  is  not  on       18S4. 
words  such  as  are  to  be  found  in  this  will  that  the      '^l^ 
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opinion  of  Lord  Alvanley  proceeded  ;  and  he  •*• 
cautiously  abstained  from  giving  any  opinion  what 
ought  to  be  the  just  construction  of  those  words. 
He  says*,  "The  difficulty  arises  upon  the  use  of  the 
•*  words  in  the  first  limitation  *so  as  the  elder  of  such 
•*  *sons  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  shall  always 
*be  preferred/  &c.  only  one  son  having  been 
previously  mentioned.  It  is  contended  that, 
according  to  the  rule  which  has  prevailed  in 
*^  cases  of  this  kind,  it  must  be  holden  that  the 
"  testator  meant  to  restrain  the  general  sense  of 
**  the  words  *  heirs  male, '  and  not  employ  them  as 
"  words  of  limitation."  I  will  not  give  any 
opinion  whether,  if  this  clause  had  stood  alone 
unexplained  by  other  parts  of  the  will,  such  might 
not  have  been  the  proper  construction.  On  that 
point  the  Court  wish  to  avoid  any  determination. 
Indeed  if  this  had  been  a  single  limitation  to  a 
stranger,  the  construction  would  have  depended 
much  upon  the  liberality  with  which  the  judges 
might  be  disposed  to  consider  it.  But  it  appears 
to  me  that  in  construing  limitations  of  this  sort 
the  courts  have  never  deviated  from  the  general 
rule,  which  gives  an  estate  tail  to  the  first  taker, 
where  the  devise  to  him  is  followed  by  a  limitation 
to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  except  where  the  in- 
tent of  the  testator  has  appeared  so  plainly  to  the 
contrary,  that  no  one  could  misunderstand  it.  In 
this  case,  however,  when  the  limitation  upon  which 
the  diflSculty  arises  is  connected  with  the  other  li- 
mitations  in  which  he  has  used  the  same  words» 

*  Bosanquet  and  Puller's  Reports,  p.  626* 
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IBS*.      clearly  without  intending  that  the  heirs  of  the  body 

should  take  by  purchase,  it  would  be  strange  to 

suppose  he  intended  the  heirs  in  this  limitation  to 

take  as  purchasers.    He  afterwards  most  cautiously 

says,  "  I  desire  it  may  be  observed  that  we  rely  on 

"  the  words  used  throughout  the  will,  whether  the 

'<  testator  was  giving  to  his  sons,  his  daughters,  or 

<<  his  nephews,  and  it  will  then  be  seen  whether, 

consistently  with  the  cases,  we  could  put  that 

construction   upon   the  words   in   the   first    li- 

"  mitation,  which  the  Defendant  contends  for." 

Now  if  that  limitation  had  stood  by  itself,  there 

is  eveiy  reason   to  believe   that  Lord  Alvanley 

and  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  would  have  found 

that  these  words,  "  so  as  the  elder  of  such  sons 

<<  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  shall  always  be 

**  preferred  and  taken  before  the  younger  and  the 

"  heirs    male   of   his  body,"  would    have    been 

sufficient  to  explain  that  which  goes  before,  and  to 

show  that  the  testator  by  heirs  meant  sons,  and 

that  the  first  and  other  sons  might  take  successively 

in  tail  male. 

In  the  case  of  Jesson  v.  Wright* ^  the  question 
was  upon  words  essentially  different  from  those  to 
be  found  in  this  will.  There  the  words  were, 
"  And  from  and  after  his  decease,  I  give  and 
<<  devise  all  the  said  dwelling-houses  or  tenements, 
"  hereditaments  and  premises,  with  their  appurteo- 
"  ances,  unto  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  said 
"  William,  son  of  my  said  sister  Anne  Wright,  law- 
^*  fully  issuing  in  such  shares  and  proportions  as 
**  he,  the  said  William,  in  and  by  any  deed  or 
"  writing,  deeds  or  writings,  or  in  and  by  his  last 
"  will  and  testament  in  writing,  to  be  by  him  duly 

•  Antl,  Vol.  11. 0.  S.,  p.  1. 
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^*  executed  in   the  presence  of  three   or   more        IBS*. 
"  credible  witnesses,  shall  give,  direct,  limit,  or  ap- 
**  point  the  same  ;  and  for  want  of  such  gift,  di- 
*'  rection,  limitation,  or  appointment,  then  to  the 
•*  heirs  of  the  body  of  said  William,  son  of  my  said 

••  sister  Anne  Wright,  lawfully  issuing.'*  That 
case  turned  upon  the  effect  of  the  subsequent  words. 
Stopping  there  it  could  not  be  doubted  that  an 
estate  tail  was  given ;  but  then  follow  these  words : 
<*  share  and  share  alike  as  tenants  in  common, 
"  and  if  but  one  child,  the  whole  to  such  only 
**  child ;  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  I  give  and 
<*  devise,  &c.  to  my  right  heirs  for  ever.**  The 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  following  the  decision  of 
Doe  V.  Gqffl  held  those  words,  '*  share  and  share 
^<  alike  as  tenants  in  common,  and  if  but  one  child 
•«  the  whole  to  such  only  child,*'  were  sufficient  to 
shew  the  clear  intention  of  the  testator  that 
William  should  only  take  an  estate  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  by  pur- 
chase. When  that  case  came  to  be  argued  here, 
your  Lordships  disapproved  of  that  decision,  and 
overturned  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Gqffl  Lord  Eldon 
concluded  by  saying,  "  It  must  now  be  considered 
•*  that  Doe  v.  Goff  is  no  longer  law  ;  **  but  the 
words  of  the  will  in  those  cases  do  not  at  all  re* 
semble  the  words  in  the  present  will. 

In  the  case  of  Jesson  v.  Wright^  it  was  deter- 
mined that  the  words  ^^ share  and  share  alike**  &C.9 
were  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  rule 
in  Shelley^s  Case  ;  but  the  general  doctrine  tliat  a 
testator  may  shew  by  words  in  the  will  the  sense 
in  which  he  uses  the  words  *'  heirs,**  or  "  heirs 
f  *  male,**  or  "  heirs  of  the  body,**  is  not  impugned 
by  the  judgment  in  Jesson  v.  Wright ;  nor  is  it  said 

s  4 


JACK 

0. 

jrXTHIBSTOK. 


260  CASES  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS 

]8d4>.       that  those  words  may  not  be  made  synonymous 

with  "  son  "  or  "  sons  ; "  and  wherever  that  is  the 

»-^      case  such  a  construction  is  to  be  put  on  the  will 

as  it  would  receive  if**  son  "  or  "sons"  alone  had 

been  used. 

For  the  Respondent,  the  Attomey-General  and 
the  Solicit or-General. 

The  question  is,  whether,  upon  the  face  of  the 
will,  there  be  enough  to  enable  your  Lordships  to 
say  clearly  that  the  testator  intended  William  should 
take  an  estate  for  life,  and  that  his  first  or  other 
sons  should,  after  him,  take  as  purchasers.  The 
codicil  not  being  properly  attested,  cannot  be  ad> 
mitted,  as  evidence,  to  have  any  effect  as  a  declara* 
tion,  and  if  properly  attested,  would  be  immaterial. 

Many  of  the  cases  cited,  and  still  more  of  the 
cases  to  be  found  in  the  books,  were  cases  of  an 
estate  given  expressly  for  life,  and  where  the  party 
was  supposed  to  take  an  estate  tail  by  a  technical 
rule  of  law,  and  not  cases  where  an  express  estate 
tail  was  given,  as  here  to  William  Fetherston  and 
his  heirs  male.  Where  you  find  a  testator  gives,  in 
words,  an  estate  for  life,  but  by  legal  operation  an 
estate  tail,  there  you  might  be  inclined  to  cut  down 
the  estate  tail  by  implication,  the  consequence  of 
the  rule  of  law,  on  less  clear  expressions  than  you 
might  require  where  it  is  manifest  the  party  gave 
an  estate  tail.  My  Lords,  I  am  quite  aware  there 
are  many  cases  where  Judges  have  said,  that  they 
had  little  doubt  what  was  the  intention  of  the  tes- 
tator, but  that  they  did  not  find  language  sufficiently 
strong  to  enable  a  court  of  law  to  carry  that  inten« 
tion  into  effect.  In  Driver  v.  Frank,  Lord  Ellen* 
borough,  in  a  boldness  of  decision  for  which  per- 
haps there  are  not  many  examples  in  this  depart- 
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ment  of  the  law,  said,  he  was  at  a  loss  to  conceive  ISS*. 
how  any  person  could  find  language  in  a  will  suffi- 
ciently strong  to  lead  to  a  distinct  perception  of  ^^^j; 
the  intention  of  the  testator,  and  yet  that  the  Ian-* 
guage  should  not  also  be  sufficiently  strong  to  carry 
the  intention  into  legal  effect.  But  that  sort  of 
difficulty  does  not  arise  here ;  for,  in  the  state  of 
things  as  they  now  exist,  there  is  no  argument  to 
bear  out  the  proposition  that  the  testator  would 
have  preferred  the  elder  brother  to  the  younger, 
or  the  eldest  brother's  child  to  the  younger  brother's 
child.  The  very  contrary  appears  upon  the  face  of 
the  will ;  for  if  you  look  at  a  further  provision  in 
the  will  with  respect  to  the  children  of  Theobald, 
it  is  manifest  that  Theobald  and  Theobald's  chil- 
dren were  objects  of  greater  concern  and  care  and 
anxiety  than  the  children  of  the  elder  brother  Wil- 
liam. The  will  says,  "  I  do  hereby  empower  the 
"  said  Theobald  Fetherston,  when  in  possession, 
**  to  charge  and  encumber  the  said  estates  and 
•*  properties,  as  a  provision  for  a  younger  child 
"  or  children  by  him  lawfully  begotten,  with  any 
«  sum  not  exceeding  3000/.  sterling,  in  such  pro- 
<<  portions  as  he  should  by  deed  or  will  direct ;  and 
"  for  want  of  such  direction,  or  in  the  event  of  any 
"  of  the  sons  of  said  Theobald  Fetherston  inherit- 
<<  ing  the  said  estates  or  properties,  then,  the  said 
sum  of  3000/.  to  be  equally  divided  between  said 
younger  children,  be  they  son  or  sons,  daughter 
or  daughters ;  and  if  but  one  younger  child,  then 
**  the  entire  of  said  sum  of  3000/.  to  such  only 
**  child."  Does  not  that  sufficiently  indicate  that, 
with  respect  to  Theobald  and  his  family,  the  testa- 
tor felt  a  greater  affection  for  the  elder  brother,  to 
whom  he  meant  to  give  an  estate  of  inheritance ; 
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18S4.      being  dead,  he  meant  Theobald  to  take  it    AU 
though  the  elder  brother  had  two  sons,  he  thought 
fit  to  take  no  notice  of  either  of  them  in  bis  will  i 
but  he  notices  tlie  family  of  the  younger  brother, 
and  made  a  provision  for  them  to  the  extent  ot 
30002.     If  it  was  intended  by  the  testator  to  give 
to  the  elder  brother  an  estate  for  life,  and  then,  by 
some  language  equivalent  to  a  designatio  persona^  to 
give  it,  after  his  death,  first  to  the  eldest  in  tail  male^ 
then  to  the  second,  why  did  he  not  name  them? 
The  Appellant  was  then  alive;  why  was  he  not 
named?  Why  was  not  the  second  son  named?   That 
would  have  removed  all  difficulty.  Neither  of  them 
are  mentioned,  but  the  language  used  is  precisdy 
the  same  in  efiect  as  that  which  is  used  in  the 
devise  to  Theobald,  which,  as  the  Appellant  coo* 
cedes,  is  an  estate  tail,  and  not  an  estate  for  lifa 
Compare  the  devise  to  William  with  the  devise 
to  Theobald,  and  see   whether  there  is  no  expres- 
sion which  would  vary  the  estate  taken,   or  the 
meaning  of  the  testator,  or  produce  any  diflference 
with  respect  to  the  one  or  the  other.  The  devise  to 
Theobald  is  this :  "  And  in  case  of  the  failure  of 
^<  issue  male  in  the  said  William  surviving  him, 
**  or  their  dying  unmarried,   and   without  lawful 
•*  issue,  without  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one 
«*  years,  then  to  Theobald  Fetherston,  brother  rf 
<<  the  said  William,  and  his  heirs  male  lawfully 
<*  begotten,  on   attaining  the  age  of  twenty-ooe 
«*  years,  the  elder  to  be  preferred  to  the  younger; 
'<<  and  in  case  of  the  death  or  failure  of  the  issue 
**  male  of  the  said  Theobald,  lawfully  b^ottei^ 
^^  and  their  not  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-ooe 
"  years,  then  to  my  right  heirs  for  ever."     Now, 
with  the  exception  of  the  word  "  surviving*'  which 
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3  to  be  found  in  the  former  devise  to  William,  the       18S4. 
wo  limitations  are  precisely  the  same,  and  the  word 
^  surviving'*  is  what  the  law  would  import  into  the 
imitation  to  Theobald.     The  elder  **  surviving'*  of 
lourse  is  to  be  preferred  to  the  younger,  for  if  the 
ilder  were  dead  he  could  not  be  preferred  to  the 
^ounger.  The  word  "surviving" therefore  in  the  one 
^ase  would  have  no  operation,  nor  the  leaving  it  out 
D  the  other  case  ;  and  comparing  the  two  devises 
ogether,  word  by  word,  effect  by  effect,  it  is  impos- 
ible  to  give  to  Theobald  an  estate  tail  without  also 
giving  the  same  estate  to  William ;  and  if  there 
ire  words  which  will  give  an  estate  tail,  that  estate 
:an  only  be  cut  down  to  an  estate  for  life,  by 
¥ords  which  are  just  as   clear  as  those  which  give 
he  estate  tail.     Comparing  the  manner  in  which 
:he  estate  is  given,  first  to  William  and  then  to 
Theobald,  word  by  word,  no  material,  and  hardly 
I  verbal  difference  can  be  found.     The  clause  in 
thedevise  to  William,  "the  elder  son  surviving,'*  &c. 
introduces  this  difficulty,  that  if  the  eldest  son  had 
married  and  died  before  twenty-one,  leaving  a  son, 
as  it  is  clear  he  would  take  an  estate  tail  under  the 
will,  dying  before  it  came  to  him,   he  could  not 
have  taken  at  all,  nor  his  issue  afler  him,  but  the 
second  son  must  have  taken.     Now  did  the  testator 
in  that  event  intend  to  pass  by  the  first  brother 
and  let  the  estate  go  to  the  second  ?     Is  it  not 
clear  that  he  intended  to  prefer  the  elder  to  the 
younger  ?  What  estate  did  he  mean  to  give  them  ? 
Did  he  mean  William  should  have  an  estate  only 
for  life,  and  then  that  the   eldest  son  should  have 
an  estate  tail,  so  that  his  issue  would  not  take  if 
he  died  before  attaining  twenty-one  years ;  or  did 
he  mean  to  give  to  the  elder  brother  William  an 
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1834.       estate  tail,  giving  to  him,  out  of  respect  for  him,  an 
^^2^      estate  of  inheritance,  and  then  giving  to  the  second 
»•  brother,  Theobald,  also  an  estate  of  inheritance 

and  leaving  it  to  him   nearly  in  the  same  words, 
that  in  the  event,  which  has  occurred,  if  WHliam 
did  not  survive  him,  so  as  to  take  that  devise 
which  was  intended  for  him   and  his  heirs,  that 
then  it  should  go  to  Theobald,  as  the  Court  bdow 
unanimously  have  decided?     He  has  spoken  of 
Theobald's  children  and  family  in  terms  of  greater 
affection  ;  and  although  the  sons  of  William  were 
in  existence  at  the  time  when  the  will  was  made^ 
he  does  not  condescend  to  name  either  of  them ; 
which  would  have  been  much  the  easier  way  of  de- 
signating the  persons  who  were  to  take  after  the 
death  of  his  much  respected  kinsman,  to  whom  he  is 
supposed  to  have  given  only  an  estate  for  life*   This 
view  of  the  case,  does  not  rest  the  title  of  the  Re- 
spondents to  the  judgment  of  the  House  upon  any 
technical  rule  of  law,  putting  the  question  thus:  that 
there  is  no  difference  substantially  between  the  two 
devises*  If  one  is  conceded  to  be  an  estate  tail,  why 
then  is  not  the  other  ?     Is  it  cut  down  by  any 
words  that  remove  all  doubt  ?      It  is  quite  mani- 
fest the  intention  was  that  the  first  taker   should 
have  an  estate  tail  even  though  in  the  event  that  has 
actually  occurred  the  testator  might  have  said  he 
meant  the  estate  to  go  to  the  sons  of  William  after 
him,  in  the  event  of  his  dying  during  the  life  of  the 
testator  ;  but  that  conclusion  is  one  to  which  yoo 
can  come  with  no  degree  of  certainty,  and  looking 
at  the  whole  will,  the  fair  inference   and  con- 
clusion, from  the  language  used  with  respect  to 
the  younger  brother  and  the  terms  in  which  he 
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and  his  family  are  spoken  of,  is  this,  that  though  }^^ 
generally  because  William  was  the  elder  he  was 
inclined  to  prefer  him  and  his  family,  yet  that 
was  a  personal  preference  for  William  only,  and 
if  the  event  had  occurred,  and  if  his  attention 
had  been  called  to  the  event  of  William's  death, 
as  occurring  during  his  lifetime,  he  would  have 
given  the  property  as  an  estate  tail  to  Theobald 
the  younger  brother. 

The  cases  cited  for  the  Appellant  clearly  shew 
this :  that  wherever  you  can  be  quite  certain  that 
the  words  used  in  a  will  were  intended  for  a 
designation  of  the  person,  and  not  as  limiting  the 
course  of  descent,  that  there  you  may,  in  aid  of  the 
intention  of  the  testator,  give  to  the  first  taker  an 
estate  for  life,  and  to  the  next  person  an  estate  in 
remainder  by  purchase.  Let  us  see  whether  there 
is  any  one  of  the  cases  thus  cited  which  has  the 
smallest  tendency  whatever  to  throw  a  light  on  the 
case  which  is  at  your  Lordships'  bar.  As  to  Archer*^ 
Case  where  it  was.  "  To  A.  for  life,  with  remainder 
*•  to.  the  next  heir  male  of  A."  That  was  held  to  be  an 
estate  for  life  and  to  the  heir  by  purchase  ;  but  the 
word  "  heir"  occurred  there  in  the  singular  num. 
ber,  and  there  is  an  entire  chapter  in  the  learned 
work  of  Mr.  Fearne  on  contingent  remainders^ 
expressly  for  the  purpose  of  pointing  out  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  case,  where  the  word  "  heir" 
occurs  in  the  singular  number  and  where  it  occurs 
in  the  plural ;  but  in  that  case  it  is  quite  clear  that 
what  was  intended  to  be  given  was  an  estate  for 
life.  There  can  be  no  doubt  about  it,  for  the 
testator  himself  expressly  devises  an  estate  for  life, 
and  therefore  all  the  Court  would  have  to  do,  would 
be  to  get  rid  of  the  technical  rule  which  enlarges 
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1834*      that  estate  for  life,  in  consequence  of  the  subsequent 
limitation    of  the  inheritance    which  constitutei 
an  estate  tail  in  the  devisee  for  life.     In  Lisk  v. 
Grajff  which  arose  upon  a  deed,  the  question  was 
whether  E.  took  an  estate  tail  or  only  an  estate  for 
life,  under  the  limitations  of  the  deed.    This  case 
also  falls  within  the  class  of  those  where  the  first 
devisee  takes  an  estate  for  life,  and  it  must  there- 
fore be  presumed  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
testator  that  he  should  take  an  estate  only  for  lift^ 
provided  that  were  consistent  with  the  other  limit- 
ations of  the  deed.     *^The  Court  held  the  words^ 
<<  <  and  so,'  &c.  to  be  words  of  relation,  and  gave 
•«  judgment  for  the  plaintiff;  upon  which  a  writ  of 
<<  error  was  brought  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
'<  where  it  seems  the  judgment  was  affirmed,  as  is 
**  observed  by  Judge  Tracey  ♦,  who  it  appears  btd 
*<  searched  the  record,  the  reports  differing  in  that 
"  matter."  In  that  case  by  the  words  of  the  deed,  the 
first  devisee  took  only  an  estate  for  life,  and  the  sons 
afterwards  in  succession  took  estates  tail.      But  in 
this  case  the  devise  is  to  "  William  Fetherston,  and 
"  to  his  heirs  male  according  to  their  seniority  in 
**  age;"  a  mode  of  speaking  which  does  not  convert 
the  word  "heirs"  into  words  of  purchase,  since  they 
have  no  other  effect  than  the  law  itself  would  give 
without  those  words.     The  case  of  Lowe  v.  Davies 
was  "a  devise  to  B.  and  his  heirs,  lawfully  to  be 
**  begotten,  that  is  to  say  to  his  first,  second,  third, 
"  and  every  son  and  sons  successively,  lawfully  to 
"  be  begotten  of  the  body  of  the  said  B.  and  the  hein 
"  of  the  body  of  such  first,  second,  third,  and  every 
<<  other  son  and  sons  successively,  lawfully  issuing  as 
**  they  should  be,  in  seniority   of  age  and  prior- 
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"  ity  of  birth,  the  eldest  always,  and  the  heirs  of       lBS4u 
**  his  body  to  be  preferred  before  the  younger,  and 
**  the  heirs  of  his  body,"  remainder  over.     It  was 
adjudged  that  B.  took  but  an  estate  for  life»  for 
that  the  subsequent  clause  was  not  contrary  to  the 
preceding  general  limitation  to  B.*s  heirs."  It  is  the 
same  as  if  he  had  said  <^  to  B.  and  his  heirs,"  by 
which  I  mean  the  first  son,  the  second  son,  the 
third  son,  explaining  what  he  meant  by  heirs  ;  and 
when  you  have  that  explanation  it  is  the  same  thing 
as  if  you  had  the  explanation  instead  of  the  words ; 
and  you  might  then  strike  out  the  word  "  heirs," 
and  then   it  would  be   ^^  to  B.  his  first,  second, 
«*  third,  and  eveiy  son  and  sons."     Now  it  is  quite 
plain  that  would  not  be  anything  more  than  an 
estate  for  life,  and  the  testator  himself,  therefore, 
having   explained  what  he  meant  by  the    word 
««  heirs,"  no   court  would  be  at  liberty  to  put  any 
other  construction  upon  it.     As  to  Doe  v.  Laming^ 
it  furnishes  no  argument  whatever  on  the  subject. 
That  was  the  case  of  a  devise  to  the  heirs  male 
and  to  the  heirs  female,  to  be  divided  equally ;  and 
unless  the  Court  should  say  that  the  heirs  female 
took  nothing,  it  was  quite  plain  that  they  must  take 
as  purchasers ;  and  if  they  took  as  purchasers,  it 
would  be  impossible  to  say  in  that  sentence  the 
heirs  female  could  take  as  purchasers,    and   the 
heirs  male  could  take  by  descent.    So  in  the  case  of 
Goodtitk  V.  Herrings  the  expression  "  eldest  of 
•*  such  sons  '*  particularly  pointed  out  who  the  sons 
were,  and  that  the  eldest  of  them  was  to  take, 
which  would  enable  the  eldest  to  take  of  course  as 
a  purchaser,  and  not  by  limitation.     I  do  not  mean 
to  say  that  there  is  any  case  to  be  found  where  the 
precise  language  that  has  been  used  in  this  will  has 
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18S4.      been  held  to  give  an  estate  tail,  and  not  an  estate 
^^^     for  life;  but  in  the  case  of  Jesson  v.  Wright^  it  is 
quite  plain   that  Lord  Redesdale,  who  was  giving 
judgment,  had  a  similar  case  in  his  mind  when  he 
moved  to  affirm  the  judgment*     He  says  *,  •*  The 
**  Defendants  in  error  interpret  *  heirs  of  the  body' 
"  to  mean  children  only,  and  then  they  say,  the 
*<  limitation  over  is  in  default  of  children :  but  I 
•*  see  no  ground  to  restrict  the  words  *  heirs  of  the 
<*  *  body'  to  mean  children  in  this  will.     I  think  it 
"  is  necessary,  before  I  conclude,  to  advert  to  the 
**  case  of  Doe  v.  Goff.     It  seems  to  be  at  variance 
*<  with  preceding  cases.     In  several  cases  cited  in 
<<  the  argument  it  had  been  clearly  established,  that 
<*  a  devise  to  A.  for  life,  with  a  subsequent  limits 
<^  ation  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  created  an  estate 
^<  in  tail,  and  that  subsequent  words  such  as  those 
<^  contained  in  this  will  had  no  operation  to  prevent 
**  the  devisee  taking  an  estate  tail.     In  Doe  v.  Goff 
"  there  were  no  subsequent  words,  except  the  pro- 
'^  vision  in  case  such  issue  should  die  under  twenty- 
**  one,  introducing  the  gift  over.     This  seems  to 
^<  me  so  far  from  amounting  to  a  declaration  that 
"  he  did  not  mean  heirs  of  the  body  in  the  tech- 
nical sense  of  the  words  that  I  think  they  pecu- 
liarly show  that  he  did  so   mean  :  they  would 
**  otherwise  be  wholly  insensible.     If  they  did  not 
<<  take  an  estate  tail,  it  was  perfectly  immaterial 
**  whether  they  died  before  or  after  twenty-one. 
"  They  seem  to  indicate  the  testator's  conception 
•*  that  at  twenty-one  the  children  would  have  the 
*^  power  of  alienation.     It  is  impossible  to  decide 
**  this  case  without  holding  that  Doe  v.  Goffi%  not 
"  law."     From  this  reasoning,  I  should  infer  that 
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the  noble  and  learned  person  who  delivered  that  1835. 
opinion  would  not  have  thought  the  use  of  the 
words  **  William  Fetherstou  and  his  heirs  male 
"  according  to  seniority,"  would  break  in  upon  an 
estate  tail ;  nor  would  the  expression  "  on  their  re- 
"  spectively  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  ;'*  for 
if  he  did  not  survive  he  could  not  take,  and  if  he 
did  survive  he  would  take  as  elder  without  the  ex- 
pression, 

Poole  V.  Poole*  was  a  case  sent  from  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  in  which  the  Chief  Justice  gave  a 
very  elaborate  judgment.  So  that  we  are  not 
merely  in  possession  of  the  ultimate  judgment 
of  the  Court,  but  the  reasons  on  which  it  is 
founded.  You  will  find  several  parts  are  highly 
worthy  of  attention.  Lord  Alvanley  says  thist: 
**  But  it  appears  to  me  that  in  construing  limita- 
"  tions  of  this  sort,  the  Courts  have  never  deviated 
•*  from  the  general  rule,  which  gives  an  estate  tail 
**  to  the  first  taker  where  the  devise  to  him  is  fbl- 
•*  lowed  by  a  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  his  body, 
•«  except  where  the  intent  of  the  testator  has  ap- 
"  peared  so  plainly  to  the  contrary  that  no  one 
"  could  misunderstand  it.'*  Applying  that  doc- 
trine to  the  present  case,  can  any  one  say  that  the 
testator  intended  to  give  to  the  first  taker  here, 
William,  an  estate  for  life  only?  The  question 
comes  round  again  to  this,  what  was  it  that  the 
testator  meant  ?  Did  he  mean  to  give  an  estate  for 
life  to  William,  and  did  he  mean  to  give  an  estate 
tail  to  his  sons  who  were  then  in  existence  and 
whom  he  has  not  named  ?  Did  he  mean  to  give  an 
estate  for  life  to  William,  to  whom  he  gives  the 
estate  and  to  his  heirs  male,  following  it  by  limit- 
*  3  Bos.  &  Pul.  t  P-  267. 
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18S5.       ations  and  provisions,  as  the  words  about  **  seniority 
"  of  age  **  which,  if  he  had  omitted  the  law  would 
have  provided  for  ?    As  to  the  expression  "  on  re- 
**  spectively  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,*' 
which   occurs   also  in   the   devise  to  Theobald. 
What  is  the  meaning  of  it?     Neither  party  can 
make  much  of  that  provision.     I  think  it  may  be 
conceded  that  it  does  not  advance  the  argument  one 
way  or  the  other.     It  neither  shows  that  William 
took  an  estate  for  life,  nor  that  he  took  an  estate 
tail ;  it  is  a  question  merely  as  to  the  appropriation 
of  the  rents  and  profits.     As  to  the  words  "  the 
"  elder  son  surviving  of  the  said  William  Fether- 
"  ston  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  lawfully  be- 
"  gotten  always  to  be  preferred  to  the  second  or 
"  younger  son,'*  that  is  just  what  the  law  would 
have  effected  without  the  expression.     In  truth, 
therefore,  the  testator  has  given  an  estate  to  Wil- 
liam and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  somewhat  ex- 
panding by  superfluous  words  in  his  devise  that 
which  the  law  would  have  done  with  respect  to  an 
estate  tail ;   namely,  preferring  the  elder  to  the 
younger,  and  not  allowing  the  younger  to  take 
while  any  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  eldest  son 
remained  in  existence.     In  conclusion,  I  beg  to 
draw  your   attention   to   the  comparison  of  the 
devise  to  Theobald  and  the  devise  to  William. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  one  that  is  not  substan- 
tially in  the  other.     Each  of  them  contains  a  pre- 
ference of  the  elder  to  the  younger ;  each  of  them 
contains  an  allusion  to  the  attaining  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years ;  each  of  them  contains  in  sub- 
stance the  question  of  survivorship,  because  clearly 
if  a  party  does  not  survive  he  cannot  take ;  and 
then  you  have  a  concession  (because  it  could  not 
be  denied)  that  Theobald  takes  an  estate  tail. 
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Is  there  any  thing  here  in  any  one  expression,  or  1835. 
any  part  of  an  expression,  in  any  words  used, 
which  comes  within  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord 
Alvanley  in  Poole  v.  Poole  ?  Is  there  not  language 
in  the  devise  to  William  which  clearly  and  neces- 
sarily would  give  him  an  estate  tail  ?  Is  there  any 
thing  in  the  language  which  follows  that  is  ^<so 
*^  plain  to  the  contrary  that  no  one  can  misunder- 
"  stand  it  ?  **  Whether  you  look  to  the  mere  mean- 
ing of  the  will,  calling  in  the  aid  of  the  most 
ordinary  construction  of  the  words,  the  most 
popular  construction,  and  asking  what  was  the  in- 
tention of  the  testator ;  looking  to  the  language 
that  is  used,  or  looking  to  any  of  the  cases  where 
an  attempt  has  been  made  on  the  part  of  Courts 
to  give  effect  to  an  intention  which  they  thought 
or  conjectured  might  exist  in  the  will,  but  which 
there  was  not  language  to  carry  into  effect ;  looking 
either  to  principle,  to  the  construction,  or  to  the 
plain  meaning  of  this  testator,  can  there  be  any 
doubt  that  it  was  intended  to  give  to  William  an 
estate  tail,  and  not  an  estate  for  life  only?  If  so,  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  below  must  be  affirmed. 

In  reply,  it  was  said,  as  to  the  argument  grounded 
upon  the  power  given  to  Theobald  to  portion  his 
children  by  charging  the  lands  devised,  that  it 
rather  furnished  an  inference  that  he  meant  to  give 
to  Theobald  only  an  estate  for  life :  for  if  an  estate 
tail  the  power  was  superfluous. 

There  is  no  express  devise  of  an  estate  to  the  sons; 
but  the  implication  from  the  words  "  the  eldest  son 
surviving  to  be  preferred,*'  &c.  is  equally  effectual. 
Lord  Brougham. — This  is  a  case  which  may  be 
considered  in  one  respect  to  be  of  some  novelty, 
there  being  no  case  expressly  deciding  or  ruling 
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]^^  this,  or  which  may  be  considered  to  be  entirely  the 
same.  It  is  seldom,  indeed,  that  you  can  find  an 
authority  precisely  and  clearly  applying  to  a  par- 
ticular case ;  and  there  is  some  little  difficulty 
arising  from  those  words  which  postpone  the  en- 
joyment. Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  it  may  be 
better  upon  those  two  grounds  that  your  Lordships 
should  give  the  learned  Judges,  (though  they  may 
not  require  it,)  time  to  consider  their  opinion. 

I  should  propose  to  your  Lordships,  first 
setting  forth  the  whole  of  the  will,  to  put  this 
question  to  the  Judges,  —  whether  under  that 
will  the  party  in  question,  William  Fetherston, 
took  an  estate  for  life  as  a  purchaser,  or  by  words 
of  limitation  an  estate  tail  ?  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary  that  any  other  question  should  be  put  to 
the  Judges ;  because  if  they  are  of  opinion  that  an 
estate  tail  was  taken,  the  judgment  below  must 
stand  ;  if  that  an  estate  for  life  was  taken,  then  it 
must  be  reversed.  If  the  learned  Judges  think  it 
advisable  that  any  other  questions  should  be  pro- 
posed  to  them,  I  have  no  objection  to  move  those 
questions  ;  but  it  appears  to  me  that  the  one  I  have 
stated  will  dispose  of  the  whole  matter  in  issue. 

The  unanimous  opinion  of  the  Judges  was  de- 
livered by  Tindal,  C.  J.  of  the  C.  P.,  as  follows: — 

The  question  proposed  by  your  Lordships  for 
the  consideration  of  his  Majesty's  Judges  is  this, — 
Whether,  under  the  devise  contained  in  the  wiU  set 
forth  in  the  special  verdict  in  this  case,  the  devisee, 
William  Fetherston,  took  an  estate  in  tail,  or  an 
estate  for  life  only  ?  And  upon  this  question,  the 
Judges  who  heard  the  argument  at  your  Lordships' 
bar  are  unanimously  of  opinion  that  William  Fe- 
therston  took  an  estate  in  tail. 
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The  words  which  first  occur  in  the  devise,  "  I  1835. 
'*  give  to  my  kinsman  William  Fetherston  and  his 
**  heirs  male  my  real  estates,"  do,  in  a  will,  give 
to  the  devisee  a  clear  and  unequivocal  estate  tail. 
The  only  question  therefore  is,  whether  the  words 
which  follow  do  with  equal  clearness  and  certainty 
cut  down  the  estate  tail  so  given  to  the  devisee  into 
an  estate  for  life,  and  make  his  sons  to  take  estates 
tail  as  purchasers,  instead  of  by  limitation. 

For  we  consider  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord 
Alvanley  in  the  case  of  Poole  v.  Pook,  3  Bos.  & 
Pull.  627.,  to  be  that  which  ought  to  govern  in  cases 
of  this  description,  viz.  "  that  the  first  taker  shall 
**  be  held  to  have  an  estate  tail  where  the  devise 
**  to  him  is  followed  by  a  limitation  to  the  heirs  of 
**  his  body,  except  where  the  intent  of  the  testator 
**  has  appeared  so  plainly  to  the  contrary  that  no 
"  one  could  misunderstand  it."  This  rule  appears 
to  be  the  true  result  of  the  former  cases,  and  to 
have  been  adopted  by  Lord  Eldon  and  Lord 
Redesdale  in  their  judgment  in  your  Lordships' 
house  upon  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Jesson  v.  Wrighty 
2  Bligh  P.  C.  1. 

Now,  applying  that  rule  of  limitation  to  the  pre- 
sent case,  we  do  by  no  means  think  the  subsequent 
words  of  the  devise  show  a  plain  and  unequivocal 
intention  to  reduce  the  estate  tail  to  an  estate  for 
life ;  on  the  contrary,  we  think  them  rather  more 
compatible  with  an  explanation,  though  somewhat 
incorrect,  of  the  notion  which  the  testator  enter- 
tained of  the  course  of  descent  under  a  gift  in 
tail. 

If  WiUiam  Fetherston  inherits  in  tail,  his  heirs 
male  would  take  according  to  their  seniority  in  age : 
again,  the  elder  son  surviving,  and  the  heirs  male 
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1885.       of  his  body,  would  be  preferred  to  the  second  or 
younger  son ;  and  again,  the  clause  which  follows 
before  the  estate  is  given  over  to  Theobald,  is  not 
inconsistent  with  a  general  failure  of  issue  male  in 
William,  that  is,  with  an  estate  tail  in  William.  The 
words  which  are  interposed,  "  on  their  respectively 
attaining  twenty-one  years,''  cannot  be  brought 
forward  as  an  argument  against  the  estate  in  Wil- 
liam  being  an  estate  tail ;  for  any  difficulty  created 
by  these  words  occurs  equally  whether  the  estate 
tail  is  in  William  or  his  sons ;  and  it  is  admitted 
that  there  is  an  estate  tail  either  in  the  first  taker, 
or  in  his  first  and  other  sons.    Indeed,  if  the  devise 
is  in  other  respects  sufficient  to  create  an  estate 
tail,  the  devisor  cannot,  by  the  introduction  of 
such,  or  any  other  words,  create  a  new  mode  of 
descent,  but  the  estate  will  still  be  an  estate  in  tail. 
If  the  words  heirs  male  are  to  be  construed  sons, 
as  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  this  diffi- 
culty  would  arise,  that  there  is  no  direct  de\ase  in 
tail  to  the  sons,  but  an  estate  tail  by  implication 
only ;  so  that  the  construction  would  be  to  aban- 
don a  direct  devise  in  tail  to  William,  in  order  to 
let  in  a  devise  of  an  estate  tail  by  implication  to 
his  first  and  other  sons.    Again,  if  the  sons  of  Wil- 
liam take  estates  tail  necessarily  as  purchasers,  it  is 
far  from  clear  that  the  sons  could  take  more  than 
contingent  remainders  in  tail,   viz.  on  the  contin- 
gency of  each  son  surviving  his  father  William ; 
and  it  is  very  difficult  to  suppose  that  the  testator 
could  intend  to  postpone  the  whole  of  the  issue  of 
the  eldest  son  to  that  of  the  second. 

Without,  however,  arguing  that  a  distinct  explan- 
ation can  be  given  of  the  words  used  by  the  tes- 
tator, we  found  our  opinion  that  William  took  an 
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estate  tail,  upon  the  legal  ground  that  it  has  been      }^^\ 
once  clearly  given  to  him,  and  not  with  any  degree 
of  certainty  taken  away. 

Lord  Brougham. — Agreeing  entirely  with  the 
opinion  of  the  learned  Judges  in  this  case,  it  is 
perhaps  hardly  necessary  for  me  to  state  the  reasons 
upon  which  I  have  arrived  with  them  at  the  con- 
clusion that  the  words  of  this  devise  give  an  estate 
tail,  and  not  an  estate  for  life,  to  W.  Fetherston,  the 
first  taker.  But  as  the  practice  has  of  late  been 
adopted  of  assigning  the  reasons  of  judgments  in 
your  Lordships'  House,  upon  questions  touching 
materially  the  principles  of  law  which  are  brought 
by  appeal  or  writ  of  error  from  other  parts  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  I  conceive  it  will  be  advisable 
that  I  should  not  deviate  from  that  course  in  this 
instance,  where  the  writ  of  error  is  brought  from 
Ireland. 

I  take  the  principle  of  construction,  as  consonant 
to  reason  and  as  settled  by  authority,  to  be  this, 
that  where,  by  plain  words  in  themselves  liable 
to  no  doubt,  an  estate  tail  is  given,  you  are  not  to 
allow  such  estate  to  be  altered  and  cut  down  to  a 
life  estate,  unless  there  are  other  words  which 
plainly  show  the  testator  to  have  uged  the  former 
as  words  of  purchase,  contrary  to  their  natural  and 
ordinary  sense,  or  unless  there  be  in  the  rest  of  the 
provisions  some  plain  indication  of  an  intent  incon- 
sistent with  an  estate  tail  being  given  by  the  words 
in  question,  and  which  intent  can  only  be  fulfilled 
by  sacrificing  the  particular  provision,  and  regard- 
ing the  expressions  as  words  of  purchase.  Thus, 
if  there  is  a  gift  to  A.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body, 
and  then,  in  continuation,  the  testator,  referring  to 
what  he  had  said,  plainly  tells  us  that  he  used  tJie 
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1835.  words  "  heirs  of  the  body  '*  to  denote  A.'s  first  and 
Other  sons,  clearly  the  first  taker  only  took  a  life 
estate,  and  the  words  were  purchase,  and  not  linut^ 
ation.  It  is  needless  to  add,  that  there  are  a 
variety  of  ways  in  which  such  a  reference  and  ex- 
planation may  be  given.  He  may,  as  in  one  case, 
after  speaking  of  "  heirs  of  the  body,"  or  '*  heirs 
"  male,"  which  in .  a  will  are  equivalent  to  the 
former  expression,  proceed,  referring  to  what  he 
had  before  said,  and  speak  of  *^  such  first  and  other 
"  sons ;  **  or,  as  in  another  case,  he  may  specify 
"  my  sons  successively  cls  aforesaid^^  or  "  as  above 
"  mentioned  /"  or  he  may  say  **  from  and  after  the 
**  death  of  those  several  sons  who  are  to  take  one 
"  after  another ; "  or  again  he  may  say,  as  in  a 
fourth  case,  **  the  heirs  male  of  A.,  that  is  to  say, 
"  his  heirs  and  sons  successively." 

So,  if  a  limitation  is  made  afterwards,  and  is 
clearly  the  main  object  of  the  will,  which  never 
can  take  effect,  unless  an  estate  for  life  be  given 
instead  of  an  estate  tail, — here  again  the  first  words 
become  qualified,  bending  to  the  plain  intent,  and 
are  no  longer  regarded  as  words  of  limitation, 
which,  if  standing  by  themselves,  they  would  have 
been. 

There  have  been  at  different  times  decisions  on 
this  point,  some  of  which,  as  Doe  v.  Gaff,  are  now 
virtually  displaced,  and  others,  as  Doe  v.  Wright^ 
are  directly  overruled  by  reversal  in  this  House*. 
Even  Doe  v.  Laming^  where  the  circumstance  relied 
on  was  the  tenancy  in  common  given,  has  been 
considerably  shaken  by  its  remarkable  inconsistency 
with  the  purport  of  some  other  cases ;  and  as  far 
as  regards  the  peculiar  circumstance  adverted  to 

*  See  Jesson  v.  Wright,  2  Bligh,  O.  S.  1. 
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by  Lord  Mansfield,  of  the  land  being  gavel  land,       1835. 
it  has  been  expressly  displaced  by  the  late  case  of 

Doe  V.  Harvey^   4  B.  &  C.  6l6.     All  we  need, _f 

therefore,  say  upon  this  second  head  of  exception 
to  the  expressioms  being  taken  as  words  of  limit- 
ation is,  that  the  general  frame  of  the  will  may  ren- 
der it  necessary  to  consider  those  words  as  words 
of  purchase,  as  well  as  the  explanation  subse- 
quently given  expressly  by  the  testator,  that  he 
used  them  in  this  sense.  Indeed,  such  is  the  force 
of  these  words,  such  their  clear  tendency  to  give 
an  estate  tail,  that  we  might  almost  lay  it  down  as 
a  rule,  that  no  other  provision  of  a  will  is  suffi- 
ciently strong  to  defeat  this  tendency  and  make 
them  words  of  purchase,  which  does  not  fall  within 
the  first  head  of  exception,  and  show  that  the  tes- 
tator's meaning  was  other  than  it  at  first  sight 
appears  to  be. 

We  are  therefore  now  to  examine  whether  any 
explanation  is,  in  the  present  case,  given  by  the 
testator,  which  shows  that  he  intended  that  W.  Fe- 
therston  should  only  take  as  a  purchaser. 

It  is  first  of  all  quite  clear  that  a  gift  to  W.  Fe- 
therston  and  his  heirs  male  is  in  a  will  an  estate 
tail ;  and  the  addition  of  "  according  to  their  seni- 
"  ority  in  age  '*  makes  no  kind  of  difference,  for  it 
is  implied  in  "  heirs  male,"  and  by  no  means  con- 
verts that  into  "  sons.'* 

This  was  explicitly  decided  in  Jones  v.  Morgan^ 
1  B.  C.  C,  where  the  words  were,  "  severaUy,  re- 
"  spectively,  and  in  remainder,  the  one  after  the 
"  other,  as  they  and  every  of  them  shall  be  in 
**  seniority  of^age  and  priority  of  birth."  The 
qualification  of  attaining  twenty-one  years  of  age, 
though  it  may  give  rise  to  some  difficulties  as  to 
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1^^^  the  administration  of  the  estate,  is  not  in  my 
opinion  of  a  nature  to  alter  the  preceding  words, 
or  make  them  words  of  limitation.  Indeed  the 
difficulty  which  they  interpose  appears  to  press 
nearly  as  much  on  the  one  contention  as  on  the 
other.  But  then  follow  the  words  on  which  reli- 
ance  is  mainly  placed  by  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
"  the  elder  son  surviving  of  W.  F.  and  the  heirs 
«« male  of  his  body  always  to  be  preferred  to  the 
«*  second  or  younger  sons,''  and  it  is  contended 
that  this,  by  explaining  what  "  heirs  male  of  W. 
"  Fetherston  "  meant  in  the  preceding  part  of  the 
gift,  converted  those  into  words  of  purchase, 

I  am  very  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  clause  has 
no  such  effect ;  and  after  remarking  that  it  is  coo- 
nected  with  the  former  part  by  not  a  single  word 
of  reference,  I  shall  advert  to  the  cases  which  are 
said  to  bear  out  the  construction  of  the  Plaintiff 
in  error. 

Of  Archer^s  Case^  1  Rep.,  it  is  unnecessary  to 
say  much.  There  the  gift  was  to  A.  for  life,  and 
to  the  nea:t  heir  male  of  his  body,  and  the  hein 
male  of  the  body  of  such  nej:t  heir  male  ;-  and  this 
was  held  to  be  purchase  in  the  next  heir  male, 
both  because,  if  he  were  to  take  by  limitation,  you 
must  reject  the  limitation  in  tail  upon  that  limita- 
tion ;  and  also  because  you  must  reject  we*r/,  a  very 
important  word  preceding  lieir  male,  and  one  which 
shows  a  different  intention  in  the  one  part  of  the 
devise  from  that  prevaiUng  in  the  other.  That 
case  therefore  clearly  does  not  bear  upon  this. 

Then  Lisle  v.  Gray,  in  2  Lev.  223.,  is  relied 
upon.  The  limitation  was  to  the  first  son  of  A. 
and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  and  for  default  of 
Slick  issue  to  the  second  son^  and  then  to  the  third 
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and  fourth  sonSj  all  by  the  name  of  sons^  and  the       \S%S. 

heirs  male  of  their  bodies ;  then  come  these  words, 

**  and  so  on  to  all  and  every  other  the  heirs  male 

'*  of  the  body  of  A.  respectively  and  successively, 

**  and  the  heirs  male  of  their  body."    The  ground 

of  this  decision  was  that  the  connecting  words 

**  and  so  on "  clearly  showed  the  sense  in  which 

the  words  "heirs  male"  that  follow  were  used, 

the   testator  having  thus   connected   these  with 

**  sons,"  repeated  four  times   over.     Surely  that 

case  cannot  be  likened  to   the  present,  where, 

without  any  word  of  reference,  all  we  have  is,  "  the 

**  elder  son  surviving  to  take  before  the  younger." 

It  may,  however,  be  added  that  Lisle  v.  Gray  never 

was  finally  decided,  for  the  cause  dropped  during 

the  pendency  of  a  writ  of  error,  and  the  reporter 

expresses  some  doubt  how  it  might  have  ultimately 

gone. 

As  for  Lawe  v.  Davies^  2  Ld.  Raymond,  it  really 
proves  less  than  nothing.  There  it  was  a  devise 
to  A.  and  his  heirs  lawfully  to  be  begotten ;  that 
is  to  sajfj  his  first,  second,  third,  and  every  other 
son  and  sons  successively  to  be  gotten  of  the  body 
of  A.,  and  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  such  first, 
second,  and  third  sons.  Can  we  doubt  that  the 
word  "heirs"  first  used  was  explained  by  what 
followed,  the  explanatory  words  being  "  that  is  to 
"  say^  first  and  other  sons?  "  No  words  can  be 
conceived  more  clearly  explanatory  of  the  sense 
in  which  heirs  of  A.  had  been  previously  employed. 
A.  then  clearly  took  only  an  estate  for  life,  not- 
withstanding the  inaccurate  use  of  the  word 
*'  heirs ;  "  an  inaccuracy  hardly  committed  before 
it  is  corrected  by  employing  the  most  technical 
form  of  words  of  purchase. 
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18S5.  As  for  Poole  v.  Pook^  3  B.  &  P.,  it  is  a  case 

clearly  with  the  Defendant  in  error.  The  devise 
was  to  A/s  first  son  for  life ;  remainder  to  trustees 
to  preserve  contingent  remainders  ;  remainder  to 
the  heirs  male  of  such  son,  the  elder  of  such  sons 
and  the  heir  male  of  his  body  always  taking  before 
the  younger  and  his  heir  male ;  remainder  to  the 
second,  third,  and  fourth  sons ;  remainder  to  the 
heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  eldest  of  such  sods. 
Here  the  word  stech  clearly  shows  sons  to  mean 
heirs  male,  and  was  held  so  to  do,  and  not  to  show 
the  converse,  that  heirs  male  meant  sons ;  and 
Lord  Alvanley  says,  "Words  are  always  to  be 
"  taken  in  their  ordinary  sense,  unless  the  testator 
"  has  demonstrated  an  intention  to  put  a  different 
"  sense  upon  them.  Now  the  words  employed  in 
"  the  first  devise  are  clearly,  in  their  ordinary 
«  sense,  words  of  limitation.'*  All  that  follows  is 
to  the  same  purpose ;  and  his  Lordship  concludes 
his  elaborate  and  luminous  judgment  by  saying 
that  "the  Court  would  not  be  justified  in  suffering 
"  the  rule  of  law  to  be  broken  in  upon,    wliere 

they  cannot  see  a  plain  intention  to  vary  the 

construction  which  the  law  puts  upon  the  words 

heirs  of  the  body.** 

Goodtitle  v.  Harvey ^  1  East,  264.,  was  the  case 
of  distinct  explanation  and  plain  reference ;  for  it 
was  a  devise  to  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  A.  suc- 
cessively, the  eldest  of  siLch  sons  and  the  heirs 
male  of  his  body  being  always  preferred  to  the 
younger  son  or  sons.  This  then  was  exactly  the 
same  with  Lwwe  v.  Davtes^  on  which  I  have  already 
remarked. 

It  therefore  appears  to  me  quite  manifest  that 
none  of  these  cases  gives  any  warrant  for  holding 
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the  words  added  in  this  case  to  the  gift  of  an  1835. 
estate  tail  as  sufficient  to  cut  that  down  to  an 
estate  for  life,  and  I  have  no  doubt  at  all  that  the 
earlier  words  of  limitation  are  to  be  taken  as  such, 
and  as  standing  unaffected  by  those  which  follow. 
Wherefore  I  have  no  hesitation  in  moving  your 
Lordships  that  the  judgment  be  affirmed,  and  with 
costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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1885. 


FOUANISA 

vAunu 


ENGLAND. 

(court  of  exchequer.) 

John  L.  Fournier,  since  deceaseds  ^ 
by  original  bill ;  Stephen  Tur- 
ner and  Mary  Fournier,  by 
original  bill  and  bill  of  revivor ; 
and  Stephen  Turner  and  Mary 
Fournier,  by  original  bill,  bill  of 
revivor,  an.d  bill  of  supplement    - 

Thomas  Paine,  since  deceased,  and 
Emma  Dickinson  ;  Elizabeth 
Paine,  since  deceased,  and  the 
said  Emma  Dickinson,  also  since 
deceased;  and  William  Henry 
Dickinson         .        -        .        . 


Plaintiffk  ; 


Defendants. 


In  a  suit  by  mortgagee  against  the  mortgagor,  and  a  party 
claiming  a  charge  by  prior  mortgage,  as  extending  over  the 
same  premises,  a  reference  was  made  to  the  Master  to  in- 
quire as  to  the  extent  and  priorities  of  the  securities 
claimed  by  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  respectively.  Hie 
Master  found  that  P.  the  mortgagor  was  seised  of  a  piece  of 
ground,  called  Lydes,  on  which  a  pile  of  buildings,  called 
Somerset  Place,  had  been  erected  by  him,  and  that  D.  had 
advanced  money  to  enable  him  to  erect  the  same :  that  D. 
from  time  to  time  had  advanced  further  sums  to  P.,  and  that 
by  agreement  in  1807»  P.  charged  two  of  the  Houses  then 
built,  and  two  others  of  the  same  pile  then  building,  with  the 
amount  of  monies  then  owing  by  P.  to  D. :  that  upon  an  ac- 
count taken  in  June  1808,  and  a  memorandum  signed  at  the 
foot  of  the  account,  a  similar  charge  was  made  upon  the 
premises,  for  a  balance  of  2025^.  then  due  to  D.:  that  by  a 
memorandum  at  the  foot  of  an  account  made  up  to  September 
1808,  P.  charged  the  premises  and  likewise  all  and  every 
other  the  messuagesi   lands,  hereditaments,   fee-fitfm,  or 
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ground-rents  in  Somerset  Place  aforesaid,  adjoining  the  un-        18S5. 
finished  houses,  with  the  payment  of  2425/.,  and  he  thereby 
agreed  to  execute  to  D.  a  mortgage  of  all  the  messuages, 
lands,  hereditaments,  fee-farm  or  ground  rents  situate  in 
Somerset  Place :  that  the  messuages  mentioned  in  the  memo- 
randum were  erected  on  the  piece  of  ground  called  Lydes, 
which  comprised  not  only  the  site  of  the  buildings  called 
Somerset  Place,  but  a  lawn  in  front  thereof,  and  the  site 
of  a  messuage,  afterwards  built,  called  the  Ivy  House :  that 
before  September  1808  P.  collected  the  water  from  the  upper 
part  of  the  close  called  Lydes,  and  brought  it  into  a  reservoir 
at  the  lower  end  of  the  lawn,  which  he  laid  out  as  an  orna- 
ment to  the  buildings  called  Somerset  Place :  that  the  whole 
of  the  premises  had  in  1786  been  conveyed  in  trust  for  P., 
subject  to  a  fee-farm  rent,  and  had  afterwards  been  con- 
veyed to  and  vested  in  mortgagees  to  secure  1825/.>  which 
D.  advanced  money  to  discharge;  and  the  premises  in  1812 
were  reconveyed  in  trust  for  P. :  that  in  order  to  secure  the 
repayment  of  that  sum,  together  with  the  other  monies  ad- 
vanced by  D.,  the  title  deeds  relating  to  the  premises  had 
been  deposited  with  her  agents  :  that  an  account  of  monies 
due  from  P.  to  D.  was  made  up  in  1813,  and  by  a  memoran- 
dum, signed  at  the  foot  of  the  account,  P.  agreed  to  charge 
the  four  messuages,  &c.  called  Somerset  Place^  and  all  other 
messuages,  &c.  in  Somerset  Place,  adjoining  the  four  mes- 
suages, &c.  with  payment  to  D.  of  7768/.,  and  he  agreed 
to  execute  a  mortgage  of  all  his  messuages,  &c.  in  Somerset 
Place  including  the  four  messuages,  &c. 
The  Master  then  found  that  an  agreement  had  been  made  by  P. 
with  persons  who  were  building  houses  contiguous  to  Somer- 
set Place  to  supply  these  houses  with  water  from  the  springs 
and  reservoir  on  the  Lydes,  in  consideration  of  certain  an- 
nual rents  to  be  paid  to  P.,  which  agreement  was  carried  into 
effect.     The  Master  then  found  that  in  consideration   of 
monies  advanced  and  to  be  advanced  by  F.  to  P.,  he,  in  1815, 
agreed  to  convey  to  F.  by  way  of  mortgage  a  piece  of  ground 
near  to  Somerset  House,  and  the  messuage  then  building 
thereon,  called  the  Ivy  House,  and  also  the  water  rents  re- 
served by  the  agreements  before  stated,  which  agreements  had 
been  deposited  by  P.  in  the  hands  of  F.  for  such  purpose.   He 
further  found  that  the  Ivy  House  had  been  built  on  part  of 
the  ground  called  Lydes,  and  that  the  springs  which  supplied 
the  water,  in  respect  of  which  the  rents  had  been  reserved 
arose  from  part  of  the  said  land ;  but  he  found  that  the  se- 
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1855.  curity  of  D.  extended  over  the  whole  premises,  and  was  the 

^— ^v^^  prior  security.     Exceptions  were  taken  to  this  report,  and, 

rouANUR  upon  argument,  were  allowed  by  the  Court  below  —  but  the 

order  allowing  the  exceptions  was  reversed  upon  appeal. 


V. 
PAIKX. 


John  lewis  FOURNIER,  in  Trinity  Term, 
1 820,  filed  a  bill  in  Chancery,  against  Thomas  Paine 
and  Emma  Dickinson.   The  bill  set  forth  an  inden- 
ture, made  and  executed  on  the  31st  of  August 
1815,  between  the  said  Thomas  Paine  of  the  one 
part,  and  the  said  John  Lewis  Fournier  of  the  other 
part,  reciting  that  the  said  John  Lewis   Fournier 
had,  at  various  times,  lent  and  advanced  to  the  said 
Thomas  Paine  certain  sums  of  money,  making  in 
the  whole  700/. ;  and  that  the  said  John  Lewis 
Fournier  had  engaged  to  lend  him  the  further  sum 
of  300/.  in  addition  to  the  monies  already  advanced; 
and  also  reciting  that  the  said  John  Lewis  Fournier 
had  not  as  yet  received  any  security  for  the  monies 
so  advanced,  and  therefore  had  applied  to  the  said 
Thomas  Paine  for  that  purpose,  who  had  proposed 
to  give  him  his  bond  for  the  said  sum  of  7OO/I,  and 
to  enter  into  the  covenant,  therein-after  mentioned, 
for  granting  and  executing  to  the  said  John  Lewis 
Fournier  a  mortgage  in  fee,  or  for  a  term  of  years, 
of  a  messuage  or  tenement  which  the  said  Thomas 
Paine  was  then  building  upon  a  certain  plot  of 
ground  situate  near  Somerset  House,  in  the  parish 
of  Walcot,  with  the  rights,  members,  and  appur- 
tenances, and  to  assign  to  the  said  John  Lewis 
Fournier,  by  way  of  mortgage,  or  by  way  of  further 
or  collateral  security,  the  beneficial  interest  of  him 
the  said  Thomas  Paine  of  and  in  the  agreements 
of  the  28th  and  29th  days  of  June,  1810,  therein 
referred  to,  whereby  certain  water-rents  were  se- 
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cured  to  the  said  Thomas  Payne,  and  which  said       18S5. 
contracts  it  was  agreed  should,  with  the  indenture 
now  in  statement,  in  the  meantime  be  deposited  in  »• 

the  hands  of  the  said  John  Lewis  Fournier  ;  and 
also  reciting  that  the  said  Thomas  Paine,  in  part 
performance  of  his  said  proposal,  had,  by  his  bond 
or  obligation  in  writing,  bearing  even  date  with  the 
indenture  now  in  statement,  become  bound  into 
the  said  John  Lewis  Fournier,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  in  the  penal  sum  of  1400/., 
with  a  condition  thereunder  written  for  making 
the  same  void  on  payment  by  the  said  Thomas 
Paine,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  to 
the  said  John  Lewis  Fournier,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministors,  or  assigns,  of  the  sum  of  700/.,  with 
lawful  interest  for  the  same,  on  the  1st  day  of 
March  then  next  ensuing.  It  was  witnessed  that  in 
performance  of  the  said  proposal,  and  in  consider- 
ation of  the  sum  of  7OO/.  and  so  advanced,  and  of 
the  further  sum  of  300/.  intented  to  be  advanced 
to  the  said  Thomas  Paine  by  the  said  John  Lewis 
Fournier,  he,  the  said  Thomas  Paine,  did  thereby, 
for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators, 
covenant,  declare,  and  agree  with  the  said  John 
Lewis  Fournier,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  in  manner  following  (that  is  to  say), 
that  he  the  said  Thomas  Paine,  his  heirs,  execu- 
tors, and  administrators,  should,  on  or  before  th^ 
1st  day  of  March,  I8I6,  sign,  seal,  and  deliver  a 
good  and  sufficient  indenture  or  instrument,  by 
way  of  mortgage,  to  be  settled  and  approved  of  by 
the  solicitor  or  counsel  of  the  said  John  Lewis 
Fournier,  or  of  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  him,  and  to 
them,  the  said  sum  of  700^.  with  lawful  interest  for 
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1835.  the  same,  to  be  calculated  from  the  day  of  the  date 
of  the  indenture  now  in  statement,  together  with 
the  sum  of  300/.  intended  to  be  advanced,  to  or  for 
the  benefit  of  the  said  Thomas  Paine,  as  aforesaid, 
with  lawful  interest  thereon,  and  all  other  monies 
which,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  such  inden- 
ture or  instrument,  by  way  of  mortgage,  should 
have  been  advanced  by  the  said  John  Lewis  Four- 
nier  to  the  said  Thomas  Paine,  or  for  his  benefit; 
together  with  lawful  interest  upon  all  such  last- 
mentioned  monies ;  and  the  said  Thomas  Paine  did 
thereby  further  covenant  and  agree  to  and  with  the 
said  John  Lewis  Fournier,  that  he  the  said  Thomas 
Paine,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators, 
would,  in  and  by  such  indenture  or  instrunient,  by 
way  of  mortgage,  convey,  release,  assign,  or  other* 
wise  assure,  to  the  said  John  Lewis  Fournier,  his 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  appointees,  or  as- 
signs, all  that  plot,  piece,  or  parcel  of  ground, 
situate,  lying,  and  being  near  or  opposite  to  Somer- 
set House,  in  the  occupation  of  the  said  Thomas 
Paine,  and  the  messuage  or  tenement  then  build- 
ing, and  intended  to  be  built  thereon,  with  their 
and  every  of  their  rights,  members,  and  appurte- 
nances, and  also  the  water-rents  reserved  in  and 
by  the  said  agreements  or  contracts,  thereinbefore 
severally  referred  to,  together  with  the  said  con- 
tracts,  and  all  deeds,  muniments  of  title,  and  papers 
relating  to  the  said  premises  respectively. 

Thomas  Paine  executed  a  bond  to  John  Lewis 
Fournier,  to  the  effect  recited  in  the  indenture,  and 
bearing  even  date  therewith ;  and  the  two  several 
contracts,  or  agreements,  of  the  28th  and  29th  days 
of  June,  1810,  were  on  the  31st  of  August,  1815, 
deposited  by  Thomas  Paine  in  the  hands  of  John 
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Lewis  Fournien     After  the  execution  of  the  in-       1885. 
denture,  John  Lewis  Fournier  advanced  to  Thomas 
Paine  the  sum  of  330/.  6s.  lid.  making  the  total 
sum  due  to  John  Lewis  Fournier  1033/.  6*.  lid. 
principal  money,  with  interest  thereon. 

The  bill  prayed,  that  an  account  might  be 
taken  of  what  was  due  to  John  Lewis  Fournier, 
for  principal  and  interest,  and  that  Thomas  Paine 
might  be  decreed  to  pay  to  John  Lewis  Fournier 
such  sum  as  should  be  found  due  on  taking  such 
account,  or,  in  default  thereof)  that  the  premises 
might  be  conveyed  and  assigned  to  John  Lewis 
Fournier. 

Emma  Dickinson  appeared  and  put  in  her  an* 
swer  to  the  bill,  claiming  under  a  prior  mortgage 
under  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  the  Master's 
report  hereafter  stated. 

Thomas  Paine  died  in  October,  1820,  having 
appeared,  but  without  having  put  in  his  answer  to 
the  bill.  By  his  will  he  appointed  his  wife,  Eliza- 
beth Paine,  his  executrix  and  residuary  devisee  of 
his  real  estate,  who  proved  the  will  in  the  proper 
ecclesiastical  court,  and  the  suit  was  revived  against 
her. 

By  an  order,  bearing  date  the  4th  of  August, 
1821,  it  was  ordered,  that  it  should  be  referred  to 
one  of  the  Masters  of  the  Court  to  appoint  a 
proper  person  to  be  receiver  of  the  rents  of  the 
house  and  premises,  situate  near  Somerset  Place, 
and  also  of  the  water-rents  in  the  pleadings  men- 
tioned, with  the  usual  directions ;  and  it  was  or- 
dered, that  the  Master  should  inquire  and  state  to 
the  Court  the  extent  and  priorities  of  the  securities 
held  by  John  Lewis  Fournier  and  Emma  Dickin- 
son. 

u  2 
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^^^^'  J.  L.  Fournier  died  in  January,  1822,  and  the 

suit  was  revived  by  liis  representatives  in  Michael- 
mas Term,  1822,  Stephen  Turner  and  Mary 
Fournier. 

William  Henry  Dickinson,  the  defendant  to  the 
third  suit,  having  acquired  an  interest  in  the  pre- 
mises, subsequently  to  the  institution  and  revivals  of 
the  two  former  suits,  the  appellants,  Stephen  Turner 
and  Mary  Fournier,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1822, 
filed  a  supplemental  bill,  against  William  Henry 
Dickinson,  who  put  in  his  answer  to  the  bill,  and 
the  defect  in  the  suits  was  thereupon  supplied. 

In  pursuance  of  the  order  of  the  4th  of  August, 
1821,  the  Master  made  his  report,  bearing  date  the 
20th  of  July,   1824,    and  thereby,  among  other 
things,  certified  that,  previous  to  the  month  of  No- 
vember, 1805,  Thomas  Paine  was  seised  of  a  piece 
of  ground  situate  in  the  parish  of  Walcot,  in  the 
county  of  Somerset,  on  which  he  intended  to  build 
certain  dwelling-houses,   and  on   which    piece  of 
ground  a  pile  of  buildings,  called  Somerset  Place, 
had  been  since  erected,  and  that  such   piece  of 
ground  was  called  by  the  name  of  the  Lydes,  or 
the  Great  Lydes ;  and  that  in  the  month  of  No- 
vember, 1805,  Emma  Dickenson  advanced  to  Tho- 
mas Paine  the  sum  of  200/.,  to  enable  him  to  pro- 
ceed in  erecting  the  buildings  that  had  been  com- 
menced by  him  on  the  said  piece  of  ground ;  and 
that  to   secure   the   repayment  thereof,   Thomas 
Paine  executed  and  delivered  to  Emma  Dickenson 
his  bond,  in  writing,  bearing  date  the  2d  of  Nov- 
ember, 1805,  in  the  penal  sum  of  400/.  conditioned 
to  be  void  on  payment  to  Emma  Dickenson,  her 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  of  the  sumrf 
200/.  with  interest  thereon  at  five  per  cent,  per 
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annum;  that  Emma  Dickenson  continued  to  ad-        1835. 
vance  money  to  Thomas  Paine,  and  that  on  the  2d 
of  November,  I8O7,  on  the  settlement  of  accounts  » 

between  them,  a  balance  of  6351.  8s.  3^d.  was 
found  to  be  due  from  Thomas  Paine  to  Emma 
Dickenson,  and  at  the  foot  of  the  account  so  set- 
tled, a  memorandum  was  written,  and  was  signed 
by  Thomas  Paine  and  the  defendant  Emma  Dick- 
enson, and  that  such  memorandum  was  in  the 
words  and  figures  following ;  that  is  to  say,  "  1807» 
**  November  2d,  the  above  account  was  adjusted 
"  and  settled  between  us  the  undersigned  Thomas 
"  Paine  and  Emma  Dickenson,  and  the  above  ba- 
"  lance  of  6351.  8s.  3\d.  was  the  balance  ascer- 
"  tained  to  be  due  from  the  said  Thomas  Paine  to 
"  the  said  Emma  Dickenson ;  and  the  said  Thomas 
**  Paine  did  thereby  charge  and  subject  the  two 
"  messuages  or  dwelling-houses  lately  erected  and 
**  built,  but  not  finished,  and  also  the  two  messuages 
**  or  dwelling-houses  adjoining,  now  erecting  and 

building,  with  their  appurtenances,  and  respect* 

ively  situate  and  lying  in  the  parish  of  Walcot, 
*  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  and  near  the  city  of 

Bath,  with  the  payment  to  the  said  Emma  Dick- 
**  enson,  her  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
**  of  the  said  balance  or  sum  of  635/.  8s.  3^d.  as 
"  well  as  with  the  sum  of  200/.  advanced  and  lent 
"  to  him  by  the  said  Emma  Dickenson,  on  his  bond 
**  or  obligation,  bearing  date  the  2d  of  November, 
**  1805,  making  together  the  aggregate  sum  of 
**  835/.  8s.  3:Jrf.,  with  lawful  interest  hereafter  re- 
**  spectively  to  grow  due  thereon,  as  witness  our 
**  hands,  Thomas  Paine,  Emma  Dickenson.*' 

The  Master  then  found,  that  the  two  dwelHng- 
houses   described   in  the  memorandum  as   being 
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1895.  lately  erected,  but  not  finished,  and  the  two  raes^ 
suages  or  dwelling-houses  therein  described  as  ad- 
joining those  erecting  and  building,  with  their  a]^ 
purtenances,  were  known  by  the  numbers  17, 
18,  19)  20;  that  Emma  Dickenson  continued  to 
make  further  advances  of  money  to  Thomas  Paine; 
and  another  account  of  what  was  due  from  Thomas 
Paine  to  Emma  Dickenson  was  stated  and  settled 
on  the  24th  of  June,  1808,  and  a  balance  of  2025/. 
25.  Of  (/•  was  then  ascertained  to  be  due  ;  that 
by  a  memorandum  at  the  foot  of  the  account,  a 
similar  charge  was  made  upon  the  premises  as  in 
the  former  memorandum ;  that  an  account  of  the 
dealings  and  transactions  between  Emma  Dicken- 
son and  Thomas  Paine,  from  the  settlement  of  the 
last  account  up  to  the  14th  of  September,  1808, 
was  stated  and  adjusted  between  her  and  Thomas 
Paine,  and  the  sum  of  2425/.  0^.  0|d.  was  thereby 
ascertained  to  be  the  balance  then  due  to  Emma 
Dickenson  from  Thomas  Paine,  who  signed  a 
memorandum  in  writing  at  the  foot  of  the  account, 
bearing  date  the  14th  of  September,  1808,  whereby 
he  acknowledged  the  account  to  be  correct,  and  he 
thereby  charged  the  premises  mentioned  in  the 
said  last-mentioned  memorandum  of  the  24th  of 
June,  1808,  and  likewise  all  and  every  other  the 
messuages  or  dwelling-houses,  lands,  hereditaments, 
fee-farm  or  ground-rents,  also  situate  and  lying  in 
Somerset  Place  aforesaid,  adjoining  the  said  before- 
mentioned  unfinished  messuages  or  dwelling-houses, 
with  the  payment  to  Emma  Dickenson,  her  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  of  the  sum 
of  2425/.  0*.  Ofrf. ;  and  he  thereby  agreed  to  make 
and  execute  unto  Emma  Dickenson  a  good  and 
sufficient  mortgage  of  all  and  every  the  messuages 


ronmyna 

TAIVK. 


ON   APPEALS   AND    WRITS   OF   ERROR.  291 

or  dwelling-houses,  lands,  hereditaments,  fee  farm       18S5. 
or  ground-rents,    situate   and   lying  in  Somerset 
Place  aforesaid,  including  therein  the  four  unfin-       ^  *; 
ished  messuages  or  dwelling-houses. 

The  Master  certified  that  the  dwelling'-houses 
mentioned  in  the  memorandum  of  agreement  of  the 
2d  of  November,  I8O7,  and  in  the  memorandum 
of  agreement  of  the  glth  of  June,  1808,  were 
erected  on  the  said  piece  of  ground,  which,  pre- 
vious to  there  being  any  erections  or  buildings 
thereon,  was  known  by  the  name  of  Lydes,  or 
Great  Lydes,  and  that  the  said  lands  had  been  pur- 
chased in  the  years  1784  and  I786,  by  Thomas 
Paine,  from  John  Hooper,  and  that  the  land,  for- 
merly called  Lydes,  or  Great  Lydes,  comprised  not 
only  the  site  of  the  buildings  now  called  Somerset 
Place,  but  a  lawn  in  the  front  thereof,  and  the  site 
of  a  messuage  or  dwelling-house  which  had  been 
since  erected  at  the  south  comer  thereof^  and 
called  the  House  of  Protection,  or  Ivy  House : 
that,  previous  to  the  14th  day  of  September, 
1808,  Thomas  Paine  collected  the  water  from  the 
upper  part  of  the  close  called  Lydes,  or  Great 
Lydes,  and  brought  the  same  into  a  reservoir  at 
the  lower  end  of  the  said  lawn,  and  laid  out  the 
said  lawn  for  an  ornament  to  the  buildings  called 
Somerset  Place,  and  he  certified  that  from  the  affi- 
davit  of  John  Slade,  of  Devizes,  in  the  county  of 
Wilts,  gentleman,  sworn  the  12th  of  June,  1823,  and 
'from  inspection  of  the  several  indentures  therein 
mentioned,  that  the  ground  then  forming  the 
lawn  before  the  buildings  called  Somerset  Build-^ 
ings,  and  on  which  the  house  called  the  House 
of  Protection,  or  Ivy  House,  containing  one  acre 
and  a  half,  and  called  the  Lydes,  or  Great  Lydes, 
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18S5.  was  granted  by  the  said  John  Hooper  to  John 
Fielder,  in  trust  for  the  said  Thomas  Paine,  by  in- 
^^^  dentures  of  lease  and  release,  bearing  date  respect- 
ively the  23d  and  24th  days  of  September,  1784, 
subject  to  a  fee  farm  rent  of  12/.  12^.  payable  there- 
out ;  and  that  another  close  or  piece  of  land  ad- 
joining, and  containing  three  and  a  half  acres,  called 
Lydes,  or  Great  Lydes,  and  now,  with  the  build- 
ings thereon,  called  Somerset  Place,  was  conveyed 
by  the  said  John  Hooper  to  the  said  John  Fielder, 
in  trust  for  the  said  Thomas  Paine,  by  indentures 
of  lease  and  release,  bearing  date  the  14th  and 
15th  days  of  July,  1786,  subject  to  a  yearly  fee-farm 
rent  of  25/.  payable  thereout 

The  Master  then  stated,  that  the  whole  of  the 
premises,  comprised  in  the  said  several  indentures^ 
by  mesne  conveyances  became  vested  for  an  estate 
of  inheritance  in  Messrs.  Foster,  and  Co.  to  se- 
cure a  sum  of  1825/. ;  and  that  by  indentures  of 
lease  and  release  of  the  23d  and  24th  days  of  Oc- 
tober, 1812,  the  said  Messrs.  Foster,  and  Co. 
in  consideration  of  1825/.  granted  and  conveyed 
the  said  two  several  plots  or  pieces  of  ground 
and  the  messuages  or  dwelling-houses  thereon 
erected,  unto  the  said  John  Fielder,  and  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  in  trust  for  the  said  Thomas  Paine,  lus 
heirs  and  assigns  :  And  the  Master  further  certi- 
fied, that  the  sum  of  1825/.  was  advanced  by  Emma 
Dickenson  to  the  said  Thomas  Paine,  to  enable  him 
to  pay  off  the  said  mortgage  j  and  that  for  securing 
to  Emma  Dickenson  the  sum  of  1825/.  with  other 
large  monies  which  she  had  previously  advanced 
to  Thomas  Paine,  and  on  the  occasion  in  the  re- 
port, stated,  the  title  deeds  relating  to  the  said 
premises  were  deposited  and  left  with  John  Slade, 
for  the  purpose  of  effecting  the  security  therein 
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mentioned,  and  still  remained  in  his  custody,  or       1835. 
the  custody  of  his  agents ;   and  the  Master  further 
found,  that  an  account  of  the  dealin^^^s  and  trans-  ^ 

actions  between  Emma  Dickenson  and  Thomas 
Paine,  was  stated  and  settled  up  to  the  14th  day  of 
September,  1813,  and  that  the  sum  of  7768/.  ^s.^s\dn 
was  then  found  to  be  due  from  Thomas  Paine  to 
Emma  Dickenson,  and  that  a  memorandum  was 
written  at  the  foot  of  the  account  bearing  date 
September  10,  1813,  and  signed  by  Emma  Dicken- 
son and  Thomas  Paine ;  that  Thomas  Paine  thereby 
charged  the  four  messuages,  or  dwelling-houses, 
lately  built  by  him,  and  their  respective  appurte- 
nances, in  a  certain  place,  or  site  of  buildings, 
called  Somerset  Place,  in  the  parish  of  Walcot, 
add  likewise  all  and  every  other  messuages  or  dwell- 
ing-houses, lands,  hereditaments,  and  fee-farm  or 
ground-rents,  also  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  So- 
merset Place,  adjoining  the  aforesaid  four  new 
erected  messuages  or  dwelling-houses,  with  the 
payment  to  Emma  Dickenson,  her  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  of  the  sum  of  7768/. 
.  fo.  ^\d. ;  and  that  Thomas  Paine  thereby  promised 
and  agreed  to  execute  to  Emma  Dickenson  a  good 
and  sufficient  mortgage  of  all  and  every  his  said  mes- 
suages, dwelling-houses,  lands,  hereditaments,  fee- 
farm  or  ground-rents,  situate  and  lying  in  Somerset 
Place,  including  therein  the  four  new  erected  mes- 
suages or  dwelling-houses,  subject  to  the  several 
charges  or  mortgage  incumbrances  thereon,  as  soon 
as  such  mortgage  could  be  prepared  and  tendered 
to  him  for  execution. 

The  Master  found,  thatin  1810,  an  agreement  was 
entered  into  between  Thomas  Paine,  of  the  one  part, 
and  William  Broom,  and  James  Chapman,  a  builder. 
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1835.       of  the  other  part,  whereby,  after  reciting  that  Tho- 
mas Paine,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  said 
agreement,  was  seised  in  fee  simple,  in  possesion 
of,  in,  and  to  a  piece  or  parcel  of  land,  in  or  upon 
which  there  were  several  springs  of  water,  and  that 
the  same  were  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  the  pa- 
rish  of  Walcot  aforesaid,  which  was  more  particu- 
larly described  in  the  plan  in  the  margin  of  the  said 
agreement ;  and,  after  reciting  that  the  said  Wil- 
liam Broom  and  James  Chapman  were  possessed  of 
a  certain  parcel  of  land,  situate  in  the  said  parish 
of  Walcot,  upon  which  the  said  William  Broom 
and  James  Chapman  had  erected  several  houses, 
and  then  were  erecting  and  building  other  houses 
and  then  intended  to  erect  and  build  several  others, 
and  which  houses  were  intended  to  form  a  pile  of 
buildings,  consisting  of  thirteen  houses,  and  to  be 
called  by  the  name  of  Cavendish  Place:     An4 
after  reciting  that  Thomas  Paine  agreed  with  Wij- 
liam  Broom  and  James  Chapman  to  supply  all  the 
houses  to  be  built  by  William  Broom  and  James 
Chapman,  upon  the  said  last-mentioned  piece  of 
land,  with  fresh  water  from  the  springs  in  the  said 
first-mentioned  piece  or  parcel  of  land,  and  to  enter 
into   such  covenants  for  such   purposes  as  were 
thereinafter  expressed  and  contained,  it  was  wit- 
nessed, that  the  said  Thomas  Paine  did  therebv 
agree  with   the  said  William  Broom    and  James 
Chapman,  that  the  said  Thomas  Paine  would  erect 
and  build,  in  or  upon  the  said  first-mentioned  piece 
of  land,  a  reservoir,  to  contain  a  sufl5cient  supply  of 
water  for  the  houses  to  be  erected  and  built,  &c.; 
and  that  they,  William  Broom  and  James  Chap- 
man, their  executors  or  administrators,  should  pay, 
or  cause  to  be  paid,  to  Thomas  Paine,  his  heirs  or 
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assigns,  certain  annual  rents  for  each  respective        I8d5. 
house  already  or  thereinafter  to  be  built  on  the  said 
pile  of  buildings,  called  Cavendish  Place,  as  therein-       ^  f; 
after  particularly  mentioned  :   And   the   Master 
further  found,  that  the  said  houses  in  Cavendish 
Place  and  Cavendish  Crescent,  were  accordingly 
built,   and   the   said   reservoir  erected,   and  the 
main  pipe  and  feather  pipe  and  cisterns  completed 
according  to  the  agreement  contained  in  the  said 
two  hereinbefore  recited  indentures  of  agreement 
And  he  certified  that  an  indenture  was  made  and 
executed  on  the  31st  day  of  August,  1815,  between 
Thomas  Paine  of  the  one  part,  and  John  Lewis 
Fournier  of  the  other  part,  whereby,  after  reciting 
that  John  Lewis  Fournier  had  lent  and  advanced 
to  Thomas  Paine  certain  sums  of  money,  making, 
in  the  whole,  the  sum  of  700/. ;  and  that  John 
Lewis  Fournier  had  engaged  to  lend  Thomas  Paine 
the  further  sum  of  300L ;  and  also  reciting  that 
John  Lewis  Fournier  had  not  then  as  yet  received 
any  security  whatever  for  the  monies  so  advanced, 
and  had  applied  to  Thomas  Paine,  who,  being  then 
incapable  of  effectuating  a  good  and  sufficient  se- 
curity, had  proposed  to  give  his  bond  for  the  said 
sum  of  700/.  and  to  enter  into  a  covenant,  therein- 
after mentioned,  for  granting  and  executing  to 
John  Lewis  Fournier,  a  mortgage  in  fee,  or  for  a 
term  of  years,  of  a  messuage  or  tenement,  which 
Thomas  Paine  was  then  building  upon  a  certain 
plot  of  land,  situate  near  Somerset  House,  in  the 
parish  of  Walcot,  and  to  assign  to  John  Lewis 
Fournier,  by  way  of  mortgage,  or  by  way  of  a  fur- 
ther or  collateral  security,  the  beneficial  interest  in 
the  said  recited  agreements  of  the  28th  and  29th 
days  of  June,  1810,  which  said  contract,  it  was 
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1835.       agreed,  should,  with  the  indenture  then  in  recital, 
in  the  mean  time  be  deposited  in  the  hands  of  John 
Lewis  Fournier  :    And  also  reciting,  that  Thomas 
Paine,  in  part  performance  of  his  proposal,  had, 
by  his  bond,  bearing  even  date  with  the  said  in- 
denture, become  bound  unto  John  Lewis  Foamier, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  in  the 
penal  sum  of  1400/.  with  a  condition,  &c.,  it  was 
witnessed  that,  in  performance  of  the  said  proposals, 
in  consideration  of  the  said  sum  of  700/.  so  ad- 
vanced, and  of  the  further  sum  of  300/.  intended 
to  be  advanced  to  Thomas  Paine  by  John  Lewis 
Fournier,  Thomas  Paine  did  thereby  for  himself,  &c 
covenant,  &c.  with  John  Lewis  Fournier,  &c.,  that 
he,  Thomas  Paine,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  would,  on 
or  before  the  1st  of  March,  1816,  sign,  seal,  and 
deliver  a  good  and  sufficient  indenture,  or  instru- 
ment, by  way  of  mortgage,  for  the  purpose  of  se- 
curing to  John  Lewis  Fournier,  his  executors,  &c. 
the  sum  of  700/.  with  interest  for  the  same,  t<^ 
ther  with  the   sum  of  300/.  intended   to   be  ad- 
vanced to  or  for  the  benefit  of  Thomas  Paine,  as 
aforesaid,   with  lawful  interest  thereon,   with  all 
other  monies  which,  at  the  time  of  such  indenture 
or  instrument,  by  way  of  mortgage,  should  have 
been  then  advanced  by  John  Lewis  Fournier  to 
Thomas  Paine,  or  for  his  benefit,  together  with 
lawful  interest  upon  all  such  last^mentioned  monies; 
and  Thomas  Paine  did  thereby  further  covenant 
and  agree,  to  and  with  John  Lewis  Fournier,  that 
he  and  his  heirs,   executors,  and  administrators, 
would  in  and  by  such  indenture  or  instrument,  by 
way  of  mortgage,  convey,  release,  assign,  or  other- 
wise assure,  to  John  Lewis  Fournier,  his  heirs,  ex- 
ecutors, administrators,  and  assigns,  all  that  plot, 
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piece,  or  parcel  of  ground,  situate  near  to  or  op-  ^  1^35- 
posite  Somerset  House,  in  the  occupation  of 
Thomas  Paine,  and  the  said  messuage  or  tene- 
ment then  building  and  intended  to  be  built  there- 
on, &c. ;  and  also  the  water-rents,  respectively 
reserved  in  and  by  the  said  agreements  or  contracts 
thereinbefore  severally  referred  to,  and  otherwise 
recited,  together  with  the  said  contracts,  and  all 
deeds,  muniments  of  title,  and  papers  relating  to 
the  said  premises  respectively ;  and  that  the  said 
two  several  contracts  or  agreements  of  the  28th 
and  29th  days  of  June,  1810,  were  on  or  before  the 
Slst  of  August,  1815,  deposited  by  Thomas  Paine 
in  the  hands  of  John  Lewis  Fournier,  in  whose  cus- 
tody the  same  then  were. 

The  Master  found,  that  the  title  deeds,  evidences, 
and  writings  relating  to  the  said  pieces  of  land, 
called  Lydes,  or  Great  Lydes,  conveyed  to  or  in 
trust  for  Thomas  Paine,  had  ever  since  the  10th  of 
March,  1813,  remained  in  the  possession  of  John 
Slade,  as  the  solicitor  of  Emma  Dickenson,  and 
that  since  the  deposit  of  the  title  deeds,  the  house 
called  the  House  of  Protection,  or  Ivy  House,  had 
been  built  upon  part  of  the  premises  formerly  called 
Lydes,  and  comprised  in  the  deeds  so  deposited 
with  John  Slade ;  and  be  found  that  the  springs 
from  whence  the  said  houses,  called  Cavendish 
Place  and  Cavendish  Crescent  were  suppHed  with 
fresh  water,  and,  in  consideration  of  which  supply, 
the  rents  mentioned  in  the  said  several  indentures 
of  the  28th  and  29th  days  of  June,  1810,  are  re- 
served, arose  from  part  of  the  said  land,  called  the 
Lydes,  and  so  conveyed  to  or  in  trust  for  Thomas 
Paine ;  and,  in  consideration  of  the  facts  therein 
stated,  and  of  the  evidence  so  laid  before  him,  he 


^8  CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE   OF   LORDS 

1835.  certified  that  the  securities  of  Emma  Dickenson, 
by  virtue  of  the  said  several  agreements  of  Novem- 
ber 2,  1807,  June  24,  1808,  September  14,  1808, 
and  September  10,  1813,  and  by  the  deposit  of  the 
title  deeds  of  the  lands  and  premises,  formerly 
called  Lydes,  or  Great  Lydes,  extended  over  the 
whole  of  the  said  premises,  and  comprised  the  lawn 
in  which  the  said  reservoir  was  formed,  and 
whence  the  houses  in  Cavendish  Place  and  Caven- 
dish Crescent  were  supplied  with  water,  and  also 
the  said  house  called  the  House  of  Protection,  or 
Ivy  House ;  and  he  certified  that  by  virtue  of  the 
said  indenture  of  the  Slst  day  of  August,  1815, 
and  by  the  deposit  of  the  said  several  indentures 
of  28th  and  29th  days  of  June,  1810,  the  security 
of  John  Lewis  Fournier  extended  over  the  water- 
rates  reserved  by  the  said  indentures  of  the  28tb 
and  29th  days  of  June,  1810,  and  also  the  plot, 
piece,  or  parcel  of  ground,  described  in  the  said 
indenture  of  the  Slst  day  of  August,  1815,  situate 
near  or  opposite  Somerset  House,  in  the  occupa- 
tion of  Thomas  Paine,  and  the  messuage  or  tene- 
ment then  intended  to  be  built  thereon,  and  which 
said  messuage  or  tenement  had  since  been  built, 
and  had  been  called  the  House  of  Protection,  or 
Ivy  House,  but  subject,  as  to  such  piece  or  parcel 
of  ground,  and  messuage  or  tenement,  to  the  prior 
security  which  Emma  Dickenson  acquired  by  the 
means  thereinbefore  mentioned. 

The  Appellants,  Stephen  Turner  and  Mary 
Fournier,  took  two  exceptions  to  the  report,  the 
first  of  which  exceptions  was,  that  the  Master 
ought  not  to  have  found  that  the  security  of  Emma 
Dickenson,  by  virtue  of  the  several  agreements  in 
the  report  referred  to,  of  the  2d  of  November, 
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1807,  24th  June,  1808,  14th  September,  1808, 
and  10th  September,  1813,  and  by  the  deposit  of 
the  title-deeds  of  the  lands  and  premises  formerly 
called  Lydes,  or  Great  Lydes,  extended  over  the 
whole  of  the  premises  in  the  report  mentioned, 
and  comprised  the  lawn  in  which  the  reservoir 
therein-mentioned  is  formed,  and  from  whence  the 
houses  in  Cavendish  Place  and  Cavendish  Crescent 
were  supplied  with  water,  and  also  the  house  called 
the  House  of  Protection,  or  Ivy  House ;  and  the 
second  of  such  exceptions  was  that  the  said  Master 
ought  not  to  have  found  that  the  security  of  John 
Lewis  Fournier,  in  the  report  mentioned,  upon 
the  House  of  Protection,  or  Ivy  House,  is  subject 
to  the  prior  security  which  Emma  Dickinson  ac- 
quired by  the  means  thereinbefore  mentioned. 

The  exceptions  were  argued,  on  the  11th  of 
March,  1826,  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  (Sir  John 
Leach),  who  allowed  the  same. 

William  Henry  Dickinson  appealed  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  from  the  order  of  the  Vice-Chancellor. 
The  appeal  was  heard  on  the  19th  of  November, 
1828,  and  the  exceptions  were  overruled. 

On  the  19th  of  May,  1829,  an  order,  or  decree 
was  drawn  up  in  the  said  causes,  whereby  the 
plaintiff's  original  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs* 

On  a  petition  of  rehearing,  by  a  decree  in  the 
said  causes,  made  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  on  the 
10th  of  August,  1832,  it  was  ordered,  that  it  should 
be  referred  to  the  Master  to  whom  the  cause  was 
referred,  to  take  an  account  of  what  was  due  to 
the  defendant  William  Henry  Dickinson,  as  repre- 
sentative of  Emma  Dickinson,  for  principal  and 
interest  on  the  security  which  Emma  Dickinson 
acquired  as,  in  the  said  report  dated  the  20th  of 


1835. 
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1835.       July,  1824,  mentioned;  and  to  tax  the  costs  of 
William    Henry  Dickinson,   of  these   suits;  and 
upon   the  plaintiffs,   Stephen  Turner   and   Mary 
Fournier  paying  to   William   Henry   Dickinson, 
what  should  be  reported  due  for  such  principal, 
interest,  and  costs,  within  six  months  after  the 
Master  should  have  made  his  report,  at  such  time 
and  place  as  the  Master  should  appoint,  it  was 
ordered,  that  William  Henry  Dickinson  should  re- 
assign the  premises  comprised  in  his  securities,  free 
and  clear  of  and  from  all  incumbrances,  &c.,  and 
deliver  up  all  deeds,  &c.     But  in  default  of  the 
plaintiffs  paying  to  the  defendant  what  should  be 
reported  due  for  such  principal,  interest,  and  costs 
as  aforesaid,  by  the  time  aforesaid,  the  plaintiffi* 
bill  was  to  stand  dismissed  out  of  Court,  with  costs, 
to  be  taxed  by  the  Master.     But  in  case  the  said 
plaintiffs  should  redeem  the  said  defendant,  it  was 
ordered,  that  the  said  Master  should  take  an  ac 
count  of  what  was  due  to  the  plaintiffs  for  principal 
and  interest  on  their  mortgage,  and  tax  their  costs 
of  this  suit,  and  compute  interest  on  what  they 
should   have   so  paid   to  the   defendant   William 
Henry  Dickinson ;  and  upon  the  defendant  Wil- 
liam Henry  Dickinson  paying  to  the  plaintiffs  what 
should  be  reported  due  to  them  for  principal,  in- 
terest, and  costs,  together  with  what  they  should 
have  paid  to  the  said  defendants,   with   interest 
thereon,  as  aforesaid,  within  three  months  after  the 
Master  should  have  made  his  report,  at  such  time 
and  place  as  he  should  appoint,  it  was  ordered,  that 
the  plaintiffs  should  reconvey  the  mortgaged  pre- 
mises, free  and  clear  of  and  from  all  incumbrances 
done  by  them,  or  any  claiming  by,  from,  or  under 
them,  and  deliver  up  all  deeds  and  writings  in  their 
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custody  or  power,  relating  thereto,  upon  oath,  to  ^^j* 
the  said  defendant,  or  to  whom  he  should  appoint ; 
and  in  default  of  the  defendant  paying  to  the  plain- 
tiffi  what  should  be  reported  due  to  them  for  prin- 
cipal, interest,  and  costs,  as  aforesaid,  by  the  time 
aforesaid,  the  said  defendant  was  from  thenceforth 
to  stand  absolutely  debarred  and  foreclosed  of  and 
from  all  right,  title,  interest,  and  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, of,  in,  and  to  the  said  mortgaged  premises. 

Stephen  Turner  and  Henry  Foumier  appealed 
against  the  order  of  the  19th  of  November,  1828, 
the  decree  or  order  of  the  19th  of  May,  1829,  and 
the  decree  of  the  10th  of  August,  1832,  except  so 
far  as  it  reverses  the  decree  or  order  of  the  1 9th 

of  May,  1829. 

For  the  Appellant,  Mr.  Knight  and  Mr.  Lynch. 

The  agreements  of  the  2d  of  November,  1807 — 
the  34th  of  June,  1808  — the  14th  of  September, 
1808  —  and  the  10th  of  September,  1813,— do 
not  comprise  the  lawn,  upon  which  the  reservoir  is 
situate,  nor  the  house,  opposite  Somerset  Place, 
craUed  the  House  of  Protection,  or  Ivy  House. 

The  alleged  deposit  of  the  title  deeds  was  not 
such  a  deposit  as  to  create  an  equitable  mortgage. 

By  the  indenture  of  the  31  st  of  August,  1815, 
and  the  deposit  of  the  contracts,  John  Lewis  Four- 
nier  had  obtained  a  prior  security  to  that  of  Emma 
Dickenson,  upon  the  reservoir  and  house,  called 
the  Ivy  House,  or  House  of  Protection,  as  well  as 
upon  the  water-rents.* 

*  On  the  part  of  the  Appellants,  a  passage  in  the  printed 
case  was  proposed  to  be  read,  to  which  an  objection  being 
taken  by  the  Respondent's  counsel,  that  it  did  not  appear  in 
the  recitals  of  the  decree.  Lord  Brougham  said,  that  the  Appel- 
lant, if  he  intended  to  object,  should  have  applied  to  the  House 
to  have  the  passage  struck  out  of  the  printed  case. 
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Fto  the  RespotidentSt  Afr.  Pcmberton  «fid.^Ai^ 
Simpkinson.  .it      tfifh  ! 

Under  the  circumaiiftncea  sti^^  jntbi^iiiwdeMw 
produced  before  the  Master,  the  seouFitM^^Kpapa 
Dickenson  under  the  agreements  o£  fk^.M^tf^ 
September.  1808,  and  the  14th  of  Sept^i^bfr*  V^i9p 
according  to  the  true  construction  of  thOtjagKfir 
mentSy  extended  over  the  whole  of  the  J«4|^  ppii 
premises  formerly  called  Lydes.  or/Qtrefttf  I,^^^ 
and  comprised  the  lawn  in  which  the  res^)FVKi||h||nM 
formed,  and  the  springs  from  which  tb«;|Bea«rfbir 
and  the  houses  in  Cavendish  Place  ao4^CMieii4n)| 
Crescent  were  supplied  with  water,  m4  i^^p^Mm 
house  called  the  House  of  Froteo^oi^s^r^  ikff 
House.  .;:   t..,.  .^|;„rf 

If  it  were  otherwise  doubtM/viKb«tb|fif  ^Ij^^ff^ 
agreements  or  either  of  them.  W;g{ul4.  alf^mfithiff^ 
admitted  of  such  constructioQi.  jtjl^e .^,  w^f^fif^ f^^fj^ 
Emma  Dickenson  under  the  two  ^gf^e/afJ^U^  -ypd 
also  the  deposit  of  the  title-deeds  of  the  l^mds^^^ 
premises  formerly  called  Lydes,  or  Gxe^^  L^4f% 
clearly  extended  over  the  whole  of  the  pi|f"liwt^ 
and  comprised  the  lawn  and  res^voir  au^  j9pn|^ 
of  water,  and  also  the  house  called  tbf^  Ii^4ffSf|  j^ 
Protection,  or  Ivy  House*  ;  i    *  *fUo(\'i! 


/  : 


y  i''i.o  oi 


Lord  Brougham^ — I  have  no  hesitation  y^l^pi^^^ 
in  recommending  your  Lordships  to  cpa^e  tp;a  ctei, 
termination  in  this  case,  in  favour  of  title  dq^^ie^,.^ 
the  Court  below;  and  I  thipk  tb^r^^is,,s 


TTO 


for  you  to  do  so  on  the  first  point,  witboift'  goji 
into  the  second  point:  tl^at  is,  o^.  th9^qi^ti9j^^^ 
construction  of  the  two  mortgage^  qf  tb^  ^|^^(^ 
tember,  1808,  and  the  14th  September^  181^  j^|x^ 
in  &ct  are  to  be  considered  together;  ^aod  I  hifff\ 
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t^ ddubt  (ad  I  shall  be  able  tb' shmr  in  the  opinion  lit^. 
I  shall  offer  to  your  Lordships),  that  the  Master 
^vrtio'oH^inatlyinveMfgated  this  matter,  after  enter- 
teg  in  detaii  into  the  evidence  connected  with  the 
i^uestion,  eame  to  a  right  and  sound  conclusion. 
TWs*  opit^ion,  however,  was  displaced  for  the  mo- 
ilifetitby  hisJHonoui'  the  then  Vice-chancellor,  but 
Wm  aft(6^wah}s  replaced  by  the  then  Lord  Chan- 
i^dt^^  the  noble  and  learned  Lord  now  on  the 
WflolMCltv 

i»«^ITW  Question  which  we  have  first  to  consider  is 
<hii>i^  Whether  the  words  in  the  deeds  to  which  I 
h«**eMfl4fertred,  are  comprehensive  ienough  to  carry^ 
m^  fSeni^tbe  ground  on  which  the  Ivy  House  U^ 
built,  and  that  part  of  the  ground  on  which  the 
#i«fei*^^*it%s^  Wteed  and  the  reservoir  constructed,  or 
#*i'^H#ti' ah  intention  to  reserve '  these  under 

'>'|f  .ftJgMftfwts  nbt  absolutely  made  in  this  equi- 
tkble4ffMrfcgA^'to  cover  the  Ivy  House  and  water- 
oKHitiiel  iM^onb'can  doubt  this  principle,  that  the 
pf^Mf  iflt^t  ^tK:h  was  not  the  intention  lies  on  the 
^afty«{wli«'Wdnld  exclude  them.  The  question, 
Ateiteftfrii  #biild  be  more  accurate  if  stated  thus: 
Whether  the  words  of  the  conveyance  are  sufficient 
to  carry  the  Ivy  House  and  reservoir ;  and  proof 
stiffidifettlf^  Ha*  ttdt  been  adduced  that  such  was 
ilbt  iAe  ititerition ;  it  must  be  taken  that  they 
v^^rS^iiS' tarried  by  those  instruments,  unless  the 
ciititt^^  Intention  appears,  namely,  an  intention  to 
eS^i^  th*etTi*from  the  operation  of  these  instru- 
i^ii^y^trfWch  ihterlti^  be  shown  either  by 

ilfiV<feftfc^ihiplicJltionv  or  by  fevi^  of  the  transac- 
tfortil&ehV  '  My  bpinion  is,  that  thisr  words  are  as 
lif^sk  6^be  uSetl  for  siidi  a  pftifpo Se,  and  that  the 
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isiii*      t^ritts  of  the  imtrnmentare  sufficient  to  carrf^  file 
premises  in  question.   It  says,  «<  I,  the  said  TlHUflW 
Pame,  do  hereby  charge  and  subject  the  two  rsumh- 
suages'or  dwelling-houses,  now  erecting  and  buiUk 
ingy   &c.   with  their  appurtenances,  respectl^dyi 
situate,  lying,  and  being  in  a  certain  place  oripHe 
6f  building,  called  Somerset  Place,  in  the  pairlsk'O^ 
Walcot  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  and  neaip  tbif 
city  of  Bath,  and  likewise  all  and  every  other 'iiiyf 
itiessuages  or  dwelling-houses,  lands,  heredftamistfdl^ 
^d  fee-farm  or  ground  rents,  also  situate  andJjlHilp 
in  Somerset  Place  aforesaid,  and  adjoining  thtt^aflijl 
before-mentioned  unfinished  messuages  or  dWelKii^ 
houses,"  &c.    There  he  uses  the  terms  *«^  ftile^^of 
building  called  Somerset  Place;'*  it  is  als6  used 
very  plainly  in  the  subsequent  agreeM'etlt;  !  Ifjffca 
(Expression  had  been  used  as  applicable  to  SottiidMII 
House  in  London,  could  it  be  contetid^d  th&t  yeti 
would  not  include  the  area  of  the  4)mldlng,  llttt 
great  square  where  the  statue  stands  ?  -^*-  certaitiijr 
not.     Yet,  at  the  same  time,  if  you  asked  "Where 
the  Treasurer  of  the  Navy  lived,  you  Would  be 
told  in  Somerset  House;  and  according  to  thig-jM^ 
giiment,  it  would  be  said  that  the  expresmdn^couM 
tiot  be  taken  to  embrace  the  whole  of  the  building« 
- — there  were  some  of  them  not  connected  wi^ 
the  rest.   The  one  term  must  be  considered  to  em- 
brace the  whole.    He  uses  the  words  in  both  seosei 
He  says,  "  all  and  every  other  my  messuages  or 
dwelling-houses,  lands,  hereditaments,  and  iee-fam 
rents,  also  situate  and  lying  in  Somei^t  Place 
aforesaid,  and  adjoining  the  said  before^mentioiied 
four  messuages  or  dwelling-houses,"  &Ci :  thatviii 
apply  to  the  whole,  including  roads,   &c.     The 
question  then  is.  Does  the  land  in  question  lie  in 
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Somerset  Place,  and  is  it  adjoiniog  to  the  mes-  }^^ 
nji^es  or  dwelling-houses  alluded  to  ?  Now,  my 
opinion  is,  on  comparing  the  terms  of  the  deeds| 
with  the  plan  before  your  Lordships,  that  it  does 
lie  in  Somerset  Place,  and  that  it  is  adjoining  to 
the  premises.  But  it  was  said,  in  argument,  that 
it  was  very  unlikely  that  he  would  erect  a  house  of 
Uiis  description,  and  on  property  of  this  peculiar 
kind ;  and  that  it  could  not  be  intended  that  these 
should  pass  under  these  general  words,  without 
specifying  them  by  a  particular  description:  but 
iftiei  answer  is,  that  in  1808  there  was  no  such  thing 
ia, existence,  nor  could  any  person,  in  drawing  the 
eonveyance,  have  dreamt  of  such  a  thing,  where 
there  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  it  was  even  in 
contemplation ;  and  no  one  who  had  not  the  gift  of 
fMTophecy  could  have  foreseen  the  event.  If  there 
was  no  evidence  of  the  fact  or  conjecture,  there 
was  nothing  to  carry  the  case  a  step  further.  Why 
was  not  this  mentioned  in  the  deed,  but  because 
be;did  not  know  of  their  actual  or  probable  exist- 
ence*  Unless  he  had  excepted  every  house  he 
mighli  in  future  build,  these  words  to  which  I  have 
referred  would  be  sufficient  to  carry  that  house  as 
wdl.as  the  reservoir.  It  was  said  that  he  was  very 
unlikely  to  lay  out  his  money,  if  he  thought  it 
would  be  included  in  the  mortgages  he  had  granted. 
Why  so?  If  he  would  be  benefited  by  the  outlay: 
he  was  the  mortgagor,  and  the  equity  of  redemption 
was  in  him  :  this  is  done  every  day.  Then  it  was 
said,  that  roads  existed  before  this  building  was 
contemplated,  and  that  there  was  a  narrow  strip  of 
ground  which  formed  a  boundary  on  the  south  of 
one  of  these  roads :  but  all  that  we  know  is,  that  it 
was  an  open  space  of  the  nature  of  a  waste,  with 
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that  we  did  not  find  that  narrow  strip  men* 
within  the  boundary ;  but  why  are  we  to 
exempt  that  strip  of  ground,  any  more  than  any 
other  portion  of  the  property  ?  If  the  bouse  existed 
on  that  strip  of  ground,  or  if  the  road  had  been 
mentioned  as  a  boundary,  or  if  it  had  been  said 
that  the  land  was  enclosed  by  a  wall,  so  that  it 
might  have  been  clearly  ascertained  what  was  the 
boundary,  the  case  would  have  been  different ;  but 
at  the  time  when  these  improvements  were  inade^ 
there  is  not  the  least  doubt  that  there  was  not  any 
natural  boundary— there  was  nothing  to  distinginsh 
from  the  rest,  the  water  of  the  reservoir,  or  the 
strip  of  ground  on  which  the  Ivy  House  has  since 
been  built  I  have  really  no  doubt  whatever,  thtt 
the  terms  << Somerset  Place''  were  meant  to  include 
the  roads  and  all  the  property,  and  that  there  was  no 
exception,  or  intention  of  exception,  as  to  any  part 
of  it ;  and  if  it  is  not  proved  that  there  was  such 
exception,  or  intention  of  exception,  or  if  no  limit 
or  boundary  is  expressed  in  these  deeds,  I  am 
bound  to  think  that  the  Master  was  correct,  and 
that  he  came  to  a  right  conclusion.  This  will  ren- 
der it  unnecessary  for  me  to  go  into  the  second 
question. 

I  therefore  move  your  Lordships  that  the  Judg* 
ment  of  the  Court  below  be  affirmed  j  but  as  I 
think  there  is  some  hardship  in  the  case,  I  move 
that  the  Judgment  be  affirmed  without  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed^ 
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ENGLAND. 


MAEQUU  or 
WATIRFOao 

V. 

xniawN 


(court  of  exchequer.) 


De  la  Poer,  Marquis  of  Waterford    Appellant; 


Thomas  Knight,  Clerk 


Respondent. 


A  bill  for  discovery  and  relief  upon  a  claim  of  a  rector  for 
tithes  being  filed  against  an  infant>  an  answer  was  put  in  by 
his  guardian.  The  infant  having  attained  his  majority,  the 
Plaintiff  filed  a  supplemental  bill,  stating  the  fact  of  the  in- 
fant's  having  come  of  age,  and  other  facts  alleged  to  hare 
been  recently  discovered,  or  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
Plaintiff:  the  supplemental  bill  also  comprised  the  same 
statement  of  facts  as  the  original  bill,  together  with  some 
other  facts  not  supplemental  nor  alleged  to  have  been  newly 
discovered,  and  interrogatories  founded  upon  all  the  state- 
ments: it  prayed  only  a  discovery.  To  this  supplemental  bill 
a  general  demurrer  for  want  of  equity  was  filed.  The  demurrer 
was  over-ruled  upon  the  ground  that  the  Plaintiff  was  intitled 
to  a  discovery  as  to  all  the  matters  in  the  supplemental  bill 
which  were  comprised  in  the  original  bill  and  not  answered; 
and  also  as  to  matters  supplemental  and  those  alleged  to  have 
been  newly  discovered ;  and  although  he  was  not  intitled  to  a 
discovery  as  to  matters  not  supplemental  nor  alleged  to  have 
been  newly  discovered,  the  demurrer  was  bad,  as  covering 
too  much.    This  judgment  was  affirmed  on  appeal. 


The  Respondent  tiled  his  bill  in  Trinity  term, 
1830,  in  his  Majesty's  Court  of  Exchequer, 
against  the  Appellant,  and  divers  other  persons. 
The  bill  was  amended  under  an  order  dated  the 
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26th  of  June,  1830,  and  again  amended  under  an 
order  dated  the  7th  of  May,  1831 . 

The  Appellant,  on  the  19th  of  February,  1831, 
being  then  an  infant,  put  in  his  answer  to  the  bill 
by  guardian,  refusing  to  answer  some  of  the  mat^ 
ters  in  the  original  bill. 

In  Hilary  term,  1833,  (the  Appellant   having 
some  time  previously  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one 
years)  the  Respondent  filed  a  supplemented  bill 
against  the  Appellant,  stating  that  the  Respondent, 
was,  in  November,  1819,  duly  presented  and  insti- 
tuted to  and  inducted  into  the  rectory  and  parish 
church  of  Ford,  in  the  county  of  Northumberland; 
and  that  he  had  ever  since  been  and  still  was  the 
rector  thereof,  and  as  such  rector  had  ever  since 
his  presentation,  institution,  and  induction,  been 
and  then  was  well  entitled  to  have,  receive,  aod 
take,  all  and  singular  the  tithes,  as  well  great  as 
small,  yearly  arising,  growing,  renewing,  and  in- 
creasing in  and  throughout  the  parish  of  Ford,  and 
the  titheable  places  thereof,  and  that  the  Appel- 
lant was,  at  the  time  of  filing  the  original  bill,  and 
had  ever  since  been  and  then  was  the  patron  of 
the   rectory  of  Ford,  and   lord  of  the  manor  of 
Ford,  and  an  occupier  of  land  within  the  rectory 
of  Ford,  and  the  titheable  places  thereof   and  that 
several  of  the  ownei*s  and  occupiers  of  land  and 
farms  within  the  parish  of  Ford,  and  the  titheable 
places  thereof,  neglected  or  refused  to  set  out  or 
render  to  the  Respondent  tlie  tithes  of  the  titheable 
matters  and  things  had   and  taken  by  them  re- 
spectively upon  and  from  off  their  respective  farms 
and  lands,  to  which  the  Respondent  was  well  enti- 
tled, and  neglected  or  refused  to  make  any  recom- 
pense or  satisfaction  to  the  Respondent  for  the 
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value  thereof;  and  that  the  Respondent  therefore, 
in  or  as  of  Trinity  term,  in  the  eleventh  year  of  the 
reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King  George  the  Fourth, 
filed  his  bill  of  complaint  in  the  said  Court,  (and 
which  was  afterwards  amended  and  reamended  by 
orders  of  that  Court,  dated  the  26th  of  June,  1830, 
and  the  7th  of  May,  1831,  as  before  mentioned) 
against  the  Appellant,  and  against  John  Carr,  and 
divers  other  persons ;  thereby  stating  as  therein 
was  stated,  and  praying  that  they  might  be  decreed 
to  come  to  a  fair  account  with  the  Respondent  for 
the  single  value  of  the  tithes  of  the  titheable  mat* 
ters  and  things  in  the  said  original  bill  mentioned, 
had,  and  taken  by  John  Carr,  deceased,  and 
Edward  Grey,  and  William  Wilson,  in  the  said 
original  bill  severally  mentioned ;  and  the  said  De- 
fendants respectively,  upon  and  from  off  their 
respective  farms  and  lands,  and  during  the  respec- 
tive periods  in  the  said  original  bill  mentioned,  and 
to  pay  unto  the  Respondent  what  should  appear 
to  be  coming  to  the  Respondent  from  them  re- 
spectively, on  the  taking  of  such  account;  and  that 
the  Defendants  John  Carr,  &c.  might  respectively 
admit  assets  of  John  Carr,  deceased,  £dward 
Grey  and  William  Wilson  respectively  come  to 
their  hand  sufficient  to  answer  the  demands  of  the 
Respondent  in  that  suit;  or  that  the  usual 
accounts  might  be  ordered  to  be  taken  of  the  per- 
sonal estate  and  effects  of  John  Carr,  deceased, 
Edward  Grey,  and  William  Wilson,  respectively, 
the  Respondent  thereby  waiving  all  pains  and  for- 
feitures which  might  have  been  incurred  by  the 
said  John  Carr,  deceased,  Edward  Grey,  and 
William  Wilson,  or  by  the  Defendants  respectively, 
for  subtracting  and  not  setting  out  the  said  tithes. 
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The  supplemental  bill  also  stated,  that  the  se- 
veral Defendants  to  the  original  bill  put  in 
their  answers  thereto,  and  that  in  particular  the 
Appellant,  who  was  at  that  time  an  infant  under 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  by  the  Right  Ho- 
nourable George  Thomas  Beresford,  commonly 
called  Lord  George  Thomas  Beresford,  his 
guardian,  put  in  his  answer  to  the  bill,  and 
thereby  amongst  other  things  stated  and  alleged 
that  the  parish  of  Ford  was  a  rectory,  and  com- 
prised within  its  bounds  or  precincts,  amongst  other 
lands,  the  manor  of  Ford ;  and  that  the  manor  of 
Ford  had  always,  as  the  Appellant  believed,  from 
time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  was  not  to  the 
contrary,  contained  and  did  then  contain  within  its 
boundaries  upwards  of  8000  acres  of  land,  alto- 
gether of  great  value,  and  then  producing,  as  the 
Appellant  believed,  an  annual  rental  of  upwards  of 
10,000/. ;  and  that  the  whole  of  the  said  800()  acres 
of  land  and  upwards,  contained  in  the  manor  of 
Ford,  had  always  been,  from  time  whereof  the 
memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  and  were 
then  situate  lying  and  being  within  the  parish  of 
Ford,  and  that  from  time  whereof  the  memor}-  of 
man  was  not  to  the  contrary,  there  had  been,  as 
the  Appellant  believed,  always  payable  by  the 
lord  or  owner  of  the  manor  of  Ford  for  the  time 
being,  and  such  lord  or  owner  for  the  time  bein<' 
had,  as  the  Appellant  believed,  always  until  the 
time  thereinafter  mentioned  in  that  behalf,  paid, 
by  equal  half-yearly  payments,  at  Lady-day  and 
Michaelmas-day  in  each  year,  or  as  soon  after  as 
the  same  was  demanded,  to  the  parson  of  the 
parish  of  Ford,  for  the  time  being,  the  yearly  sum 
of  40/.,  for  the  maintenance  of  Divine  service 
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there,  for  and  in  lieu  and  in  contentation  of  all 
manner  of  tithes  arising,  growing,  renewing,  or 
increasing  within  the  manor  of  Ford ;  and  that 
.the  lord  or  owner  of  the  manor  of  Ford  for  the 
time  being,  or  his  assigns,  had,  as  the  Appellant 
believed,  always  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of 
man  was  not  to  the  contrary,  used,  in  respect  of 
the  said  yearly  sum  of  40/.  so  paid  to  the  parson 
of  the  parish,  to  have  and  of  right  ought  to  have, 
the  tenth  of  all  manner  of  titheable  things  arising, 
growing,  renewing,  or  increasing  within  the  manor 
of  Ford,  or  any  part  thereof.  The  supplemental 
bill  also  stated  that  the  Respondent,  by  his 
amended  bill,  further  stated,  that  the  Appellant 
had  certain  deeds,  instruments,  books,  accounts, 
receipts,  papers,  and  writings,  relating  to  the  tithes 
of  the  parish  of  Ford,  in  his  custody  or  power,  and 
sought  a  discovery  thereof  from  the  Appellant ; 
but  the  Appellant  did  not,  by  his  answer,  make 
any  answer  as  to  such  deeds,  instruments,  books, 
accounts,  receipts,  papers,  and  writings,  but  was 
wholly  silent  as  to  the  same;  and  that  by  the 
practice  of  the  said  Court,  the  Respondent  was 
not  allowed  to  take  exceptions  to  the  answer  of 
the  Appellant  for  insufficiency,  inasmuch  as  the 
Appellant  was  then  an  infant. 

The  supplemental  bill  further  stated,  that  the  Re- 
spondent had  lately  discovered  that  in  times  past  the 
lords  of  the  manor  of  Ford,  who  were  patrons  of  the 
rectory,  and  under  whom  the  Appellant  claimed, 
used,  upon  presenting  to  the  rectory,  to  require  and 
take  from  the  person  about  to  be  presented,  who  used 
to  give  a  penal  bond,  that  he  would  not  demand  or 
take  the  tithes  arising  from  the  farm  and  lands  within 
the  manor  of  Ford,  but  would  take  and  accept  a 
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sum  of  40/.,  or  some  such  sum,  as  a  satisfiictioo  for 
tlie  tithes,  or  that  they  used  to  take  some  bond  to 
some  such  effect :  and  that  the  Respondent  had 
also  discovered,  that  in  time  past  the  rectors  of 
the  parish  of  Ford,  when  no  such  bond  as  last-men- 
tioned was  given,  used,  upon  or  soon  after  their 
induction,  to  make  or  grant  a  lease  to  the  then 
lord  of  the  manor  of  Ford,  of  all  the  tithes  of  all 
titheable  matters  arising  upon  or  from  the  fiurms 
and  lands  within  the  manor  of  Ford ;  and  that  the 
sum  of  40/.  a  year,  or  some  such  annual  sum,  was 
the  rent  reserved  in  such  leases  to  be  paid  half- 
yearly  to  the  rector  by  the  lord ;  or  some  leases 
to  some  such  effect  were  made  by  some  of  die 
former  rectors  of  the  parish  to  some  former  lord 
of  the  manor;  or  there  were  some  instruments  or 
agreements  in  writing,  whereby  the  sum  of  40iL  was 
affixed  as  the  whole  amount  to  be  received  by  the 
rectors  from  the  lords  for  the  tithes  of  such  lands 
as  aforesaid  within  the  manor  of  Ford,  or  for  some 
tithes  within  the  parish  of  Ford ;  and  that  the 
Respondent  was  advised  and  believed,  that  the 
payment  of  40/.,  in  the  answer  of  the  Appellant 
stated  to  be  an  immemorial  customary  payment,  in 
fact  had  its  origin  in  such  bonds  and  leases  or  other 
instruments  or  agreements  as  were  thereinbefore 
mentioned. 

The  supplemental  bill  further  stated,  that  the  Re- 
spondent  had  lately  learnt  that  in  the  year  1573,  a 
claim  was  made  in  respect  of  the  tithes  arising  with- 
in the  manor  of  Ford,  by  the  then  rector  of  the 
parish  of  Ford,  by  name  William  Bradforth,  against 
William  Carr,  the  then  lord  of  the  manor,  and 
that  a  suit  was  instituted  by  the  said  William  Brad- 
forth, against  the   said  William   Carr  in  respect 
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thereof,  and  that  the  same  was  heard  before  the 
council  in  the  town  of  Berwick-upon-Tweed ;  and 
that  on  or  about  the  14th  October,  1573f  a  decree 
or  decretal  order  was  made,  and  which  was  en- 
tered in  the  books  of  the  council  of  the  town,  and 
which  was  in  the  words  and  figures  following ;  (that 
is  to  say,)  **  It  is  ordered  that  all  controversies 
'*  between  the  said  parties  touching  the  parsonage 
'*  of  Ford,  with  the  appurtenances,  &c.  shall  be  arbi- 
<<  trated,  judged,  ended,  and  determined  by  some 
^<  arbitrators  indifferently  named,  elect  and  chosen, 
*^  as  well  by  the  said  Mr.  William  Bradforth,  as 
"  also  by  the  said  Mr.  William  Carr,  viz.  by  Sir 
<*  Cuthbert  CoUingwood,  of  Esslington,  knight, 
"  Thomas  Foster,  of  Edderston,  Esquire,  Thomas 
"  Bradforth,  baron  of  Bradforth,  and  Henry  Hag- 
"  ston,  lord  of  Haggerston  ;  and  that  whosoever 
**  of  the  said  parties  above  named  shall  break  about 
"  any  cause  of  impediment  of  the  same  award, 
<<  that  he  the  said  party  so  being  in  default  shall 
**  forfeit  unto  the  other  party  the  sum  of  100/.  of 
<<  good  English  money.  Item,  the  said  arbitra- 
"  ment  is  to  be  given  up  in  writing  under  the  hands 
^<  and  seals  of  the  said  arbitrators^  at  Alnwick  at 
"  or  before  the  4th  of  January  next  ensuing.  Item, 
**  the  said  tithes,  &c.  now  in  controversy  shall  not 
"  be  stirred  or  meddled  withal  by  any  of  the  said 
<<  parties  in  the  meantime  upon  the  penalty  above 
"  rehearsed."  And  that  some  award  or  arbitra- 
ment was  duly  made  by  the  arbitrators  named  in 
the  order,  by  which  it  would  appear  that  no  such 
sum  as  40/.  had  been  immemorially  paid  by  the 
lords  of  the  manor  of  Ford  to  the  rector  of  the 
parish  of  Ford,  in  lieu  of  tithes,  as  was  alleged  by 
the   Appellant,  or  by  which  it  would  appear  that 

Y  4 


1835. 

xARauit  or 

WATBAFOED 

V. 

S|fMBT» 


S14 


CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE   OF  LORDS 


1835. 


MARQOn  Of 


siriaBT. 


tithes  in  kind  were  then  and  now  are  due  to  the 
rector  of  Ford  from  the  owners  and  occupiers  of 
land  within  the  manor  of  Ford :     And  that  the 
Respondent  being  advised  that  the  production  of 
such  award  or  arbitrament  was  most  material  for 
the  support  of  his  aforesaid  claim  to  tithes,  had 
caused  diligent  search  to  be  made  in  and  amongst 
bis  deeds  and  papers,  and  also  amongst  the  records 
kept  at  Berwick  aforesaid,  and  elsewhere,  to  en- 
deavour to  discover  the  original  of  the  award  or 
arbitrament,  or  some  copy  thereof,  but  that  he  had 
failed  to  find  the  same  or  any  copy  thereof,  nor  was 
it  or  any  copy  of  it  amongst  his  deeds,  papers,  or 
writings  i  and  that  the  Respondent  had  lately  dis- 
covered that  the  Appellant  had  the   said  award 
and    arbitrament  in    his  custody,   possession,  or 
power,  or  some  copy  of,  or  extract  from  the  same. 
The  supplemental  bill  further  stated,  that  within 
the  parish  of  Ford  there  was  a  district  or  portion 
of  land,  consisting  of  about  600  acres,  and  called 
or  known  by  the  name  of  the  Catford  Law  or  Hay 
Farm,  which  formerly   belonged  to  the  lords  of 
the  manor  of  Ford,  and  was  part  and  parcel  of  the 
manor  of  Ford,  and  was  held  by  the  lords  of  the 
manor  as  part  and   parcel  thereof;  but    that  the 
Respondent  had  lately  discovered  that  some  time 
between  the  year  1598  and  the  year  1660,  or  at 
some  time  thereabouts,  the  then  lord  of  the  manor 
of  Ford  sold  the  district  or  portion  of  land  called 
Catford  Law  to  one  of  the  family  of  the  Carrs  of 
Stall,  and  that  the  same  had  ever  since  remained 
and  then  was  held  by  the  family  of  the  Carrs  of 
£tall,  and  that  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  the 
land  comprising  the  district  called  Catford  Law  or 
Hay  Farm,  and  of  every  part   thereof^   had  ever 
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since  the  aforesaid  sale  thereof,  paid  tithes  of  all 
titheable  matters  and  things,   had  and   taken  by 
them  from  their  said  lands,   to  the  rector  of  the 
parish  of  Ford ;  and   that  within  the  parish   of 
Ford,  there  was  a  portion  of  land  or  district  called 
or  known  by  the  name  of  Heatherslaw,  and  which 
then  belonged  to  the  Appellant,  and  formed  part 
of  the  lands  in  respect  of  which   he  claimed  that 
the  sum  of  40/.  was  payable  in  lieu  of  tithes;  and 
that  the  Respondent  had  lately  discovered  that  the 
district  of  Heatherslaw  was  formerly  a  manor  of  it- 
self, and  was  not  part  or  parcel  of  the  manor  of  Ford, 
and  did  not  belong  to  the  lords  of  the  manor  of 
Ford,  but  belonged  to  some  other  person  or  per- 
sons, whose  names  were  not  known  to  the  Respond- 
ent before  it  became  the  property  of  the  lords  of 
the  manor  of  Ford,  and  that  tithes  in  kind  were 
always  paid  by  the  tenant  of  the  lands  in  Heathers- 
law  aforesaid  to  the  rectors  of  Ford,  for  the  time 
being,  until  some  time  between  the  years  1685  and 
1717,  when  Francis  Blake,  or  Sir  Francis  Blake, 
knight,  the  then  lord  of  the  manor  of  Ford,  pur- 
chased the  said  manor  or  district  of  Heatherslaw 
of  the  then  owner  thereof,  whose   name  was  also 
unknown  to  the   Respondent ;  after  which  time, 
and  not  before,    the  tithes    of  the  land   within 
Heatherslaw  aforesaid,  were  introduced  into  and 
included  in   the   aforesaid    bonds,  leases,  or    in- 
struments, whereby  the    said    sum   of  40/.  was 
received  by  the  rectors  of  Ford,  in  lieu  of  the 
tithes  of  the  lands   the  property   of  the  lords  of 
Ford,  and  that  the  district  of  Heatherslaw  was  not, 
nor  ever  had  been,  part  of  the  manor  of  Ford. 

The  supplemental  bill  further  stated,  that  the 
Respondent   had  lately  discovered   that  the  Ap- 
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pellant  had,  at  the  time  of  filing  the  supplemental 
bill,  in  his  possession,  custody,  or  power,  divers 
of  the  bonds  and  leases,  or  other  instruments  or 
agreements  in  writing,  thereinbefore  mentioned; 
and  had  also  divers  old  deeds,  instniments,  and 
writings,  whereby  it  woidd  appear  that  the  dis- 
trict called  Catford  Law,  otherwise  Hay  Farm, 
formed  part  of  the  manor  of  Ford,  and  that  the 
Appellant  had  also  the  deeds  of  conveyance  of 
the  said  Catford  Law,  otherwise  Hay  Farm,  which 
were  executed  on  the  occasion  of  the  sale  thereof 
thereinbefore  mentioned  ;  and  that  he  had  also 
divers  deeds,  instruments,  and  writings,  whereby 
it  would  appear  that  the  district  called  Heathers- 
law  was  a  manor  of  itself^  and  was  not  part  or 
parcel  of  the  manor  of  Ford,  and  that  tithes  in 
kind  were  formerly  paid  for  lands  within  Heathers- 
law  :  And  that  the  Appellant  had  also  the  deeds 
of  conveyance  of  the  district  or  estate  called 
Heatherslaw,  or  of  some  part  of  it,  which  were 
executed  on  the  occasion  of  the  said  purchase 
thereof  thereinbefore  mentioned  ;  or  that  he  had 
some  of  them,  or  some  copy  of,  or  extract  from, 
or  abstract  of,  the  same,  or  some  of  them,  by 
which  it  would  appear  that  the  said  Catford  Law, 
otherwise  Hay  Farm,  formed  part  of  the  manor 
of  Ford,  and  that  the  district  called  Heatherslaw 
was  not  part  of  the  manor  of  Ford :  and  that  the  Ap- 
pellant had  also  in  his  possession,  custody,  or  power, 
divers  other  deeds,  papers,  and  writings,  whereby  it 
would  appear  that  the  sum  of  40/.  had  not  been  im- 
memorially  paid  by  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  Ford  to 
the  rectors  of  the  parish  of  Ford  in  lieu  and  conten- 
tation  of  all  manner  of  tithes  arising  within  the  manor 
of  Ford,  or  within  such  places,  or  from  such  lands  as 
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were  then,  that  is,  at  the  time  of  filing  the  supple- 
mental bill, [alleged  to  be  the  manor  of  Ford,  or  which 
in  some  way  tended  to  shew  the  Respondent's  title 
to  tithes  in  kind  within  the  manor  of  Ford. 

The  supplemental  bill  further  stated,  that  the 
Appellant  had  then  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  and  that  all  the  answers  of  the  Defendants  to 
the  Respondent's  original  bill  of  complaint  had 
been  replied  to,  and  that  rejoinders  had  been  filed, 
and  that  the  Respondent  was  advised  that  it  was 
material  for  the  support  of  his  case,  on  the  hear- 
ing of  the  suit,  and  in  order  to  shew  that  no  such 
payment  as  that  alleged  in  the  Appellant's  answer 
had  existed  immemorially,  that  the  said  bonds, 
leases,  or  other  instruments  or  agreements  in  writing, 
and  the  award  or  arbitrament,  or  some  copy 
thereof,  and  the  deeds,  papers,  and  writings  there- 
inbefore mentioned,  should  be  produced  to  the 
Respondent  for  his  inspection,  and  at  the  hearing  of 
the  cause,  to  which  the  Respondent  was  advised  he 
was  well  entitled,  and  that  he  had  therefore  applied 
to  the  Appellant  to  produce  and  shew  the  same 
to  him,  the  Respondent,  and  to  make  a  full  disclo- 
sure  of  all  the  matters  and  things  in  the  supple- 
mental bill  contained;  but  that  the  Appellant 
absolutely  refused  so  to  do.  The  supplemental 
bill  contained  interrogatories  in  the  usual  manner, 
and  many  of  the  interrogatories  contained  in  the 
supplemental  bill  were  the  same  as  interrogatories 
contained  in  the  original  bill.  The  supplemental 
bill  prayed  that  the  Appellant  might  make  a  full 
and  true  disclosure  and  discovery  of  all  the  matters 
and  things  therein  contained. 

The  Appellant,  on  the  21st  of  February,  1833, 
put  in  a  demurrer  to  the  supplemental  bill  on  the 
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ground  that  the  Respondent  was  not,  in  equity, 
entitled  to  the  discovery  sought  for  by  the  supple- 
mental bill  from  the  Appellant,  or  to  any  part  of 
such  discovery. 

The  demurrer  was  heard  on  the  4th  of  May, 
1883,  before  Lord  Lyndhurst,  then  Lord  Chief 
Baron,  by  whom  the  demurrer  was  overruled  on 
the  ground  that  the  Respondent  would  have  been 
entitled  to  an  answer  from  the  Appellant  (but 
for  the  Appellant's  then  infancy),  to  all  the 
interrogatories  contained  in  the  original  bill, 
and  that  the  Respondent  was  therefore,  on  the 
cessation  of  such  infancy,  entitled  to  an  answer 
to  such  of  the  statements  interrogated  to  in  the 
supplemental  bill  as  had  also  been  interrogated 
to  in  the  original  bill ;  and  that  although  the 
Respondent  was  not  entitled,  to  any  answer  to 
such  parts  of  the  supplemental  bill  as  were  not 
contained  in  the  original  bill  nor  alleged  to  have 
been  newly-discovered,  the  demurrer  must  be 
overruled,  as  covering  too  much,  namely  inter- 
rogatories,  which  his  Lordship  held  the  Appellant 
was  bound  to  answer,  as  well  as  interrogatories 
to  which  he  was  not  bound  to  answer. 

The  appeal  was  from  the  order  overruling  the 
demurrer. 

For  the  Appellant,  Mr.  Swanston  smd  Mr.  Ptinis. 

The  question  here  is  whether  a  plaintiff  can  by 
supplemental  bill  obtain  a  discovery  which  he 
could  not  have  upon  his  original  bill.  The  facts 
stated  in  the  supplemental  bill  as  the  Plaintiff 
alleges,  have  lately  come  to  his  knowledge.  ^V^lat 
facts  ?  except  the  event  of  the  Appellants  toming 
of  age,  which  can  give  no  right  to  discovery ;  espe- 
cially of  documents  relating  to  the  Appellant's  title, 
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and  the  existence  of  which,  if  real,  the  Respondent 
by  ordinary  diligence  might  have  known  at  the 
institution  of  the  suit.  This  is  a  species  of  disco- 
very which  could  not  be  obtained  by  amendment, 
much  less  by  supplemental  bill.  If  any  right  to 
discovery  existed,  the  Respondent  should  not  have 
filed  his  biU  against  an  infant  from  whom  no  dis- 
covery can  be  compelled.  If  no  right  existed  at 
the  institution  of  the  suit,  how  can  it  have  arisen 
since  ?  The  right  is  supposed  to  spring  out  of  the 
absence  of  a  right  in  the  commencement  of  the 
suit.  There  is  no  authority  in  the  books,  not  even 
a  dictum,  in  favour  of  such  a  proposition.  All  the 
rules  of  the  Court,  as  to  infancy,  are  for  its  protec- 
tion ;  and  in  the  few  cases  on  which  the  Respondent 
relies,  the  parties  were  adults.  The  Plaintiff  paying 
costs  may  dismiss  the  bill,  and  upon  a  new  bill  would 
be  entitled  to  discovery  Huggins  v.  Alexander.  * 

Infants  have  peculiar  privileges.  The  costs  of 
an  infant's  contempt  for  not  answering  have 
been  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  Parkins  v.  Ham- 
mond.f  The  answer  is  put  in  by  the  guardian, 
and  the  subpoena  to  hear  judgment  is  served 
upon  him ;  Taylor  v.  Attwood.X  Nor  can  the 
guardian's  answer  be  read  against  the  infant 
Eccleston  v.  Petty  %  ;  yet  the  answer  is  dealt 
with  as  sufficient,  for  the  bill  may  be  dismissed, 
or  an  injunction  may  be  dissolved  on  the  in- 
fant's answer  by  guardian,  Lucas  v.  LucaSj  \\ 
Meredith  v.  O'Donovan.^  An  infant  has  other 
privileges :  on  coming  of  age  he  may  put  in  a  new 
answer,  and  make  a  better  defence  Bennett  v. 
Lee  *•  or  a  further  and  amended  answer  before  he 

•  West,  131.    t  Dickens,  287.  t  2  P.  W.  643.   §  Carthew,  79. 
Q  13  Ves.  274.       %  In  Chanc.  not  reported.     ••  2  Atk.  531. 
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comes  of  age  to  vary  his  defence  and  retract  what 
his  guardian  admitted.  Savage  v.  CarroL*  If 
the  infant  acquiesces  in  the  guardian's  answer 
after  he  comes  of  age,  it  is  presumed  that  he  abides 
by  itt  A  plaintiff  instituting  a  suit  against  an 
infant  knows  the  practice  of  the  Court  by  which 
he  is  bound,  and  undertakes  to  prove  his  case. 
He  cannot  delay  the  hearing  until  the  infant  comes 
of  age ;  and  at  the  hearing,  if  he  is  not  in  a  condi- 
tion to  sustain  his  suit,  even  for  want  of  a  suflSici^it 
answer,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed.  If  he  can- 
not  postpone  the  hearing  during  infancy,  why 
should  he  be  permitted  to  do  so  by  a  supple- 
mental bill  after  the  majority  of  the  infant  ?  He 
makes  his  election  to  proceed  during  the  infmcj 
of  the  defendant,  and  he  is  bound  to  proceed 
under  the  disadvantage  of  his  own  choice.  The 
right  now  claimed  in  this  suit,  is  to  have  by  supple- 
mental bill  an  answer  to  the  original  bill,  to  have 
the  double  advantage  of  a  suit  against  an  infant 
and  an  adult.  If  the  ground  for  this  novel  pro- 
ceeding is  that  the  answer  is  not  full,  it  should  take 
the  form  of  exceptions.  How  otherwise  is  the  fact 
of  suflBciency  or  insufficiency  to  be  ascertained? 
According  to  the  doctrine  and  practice  which 
would  be  established  by  the  judgment,  a  supple- 
mental bill  for  discovery  might  in  all  cases  be 
filed  when  the  infant  comes  of  age,  although  an 
answer  put  in  by  the  guardian  were  fuU.t  A 
supplemental  bill  for  a  discovery  only  is  a  solecism 
in  pleading.  The  argument,  that  there  would  be  a 
defect  of  justice  if  this  anomaly  were  not  permitted, 

•  1  Ba.  &  Be.  548. 

f  See  Lord  Guernsey  v.  Rodbridge,  Gilb.  Eq.  Rep.  S. 

i  Sec  Mitf,  48,  49.  263. 
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would  apply  to  all  cases  where  infants  are  defend- 
ants ;  such  cases  are  of  frequent  occurrence ; 
yet  no  authority  or  precedent  for  the  doctrine  is 
to  be  found.  This  is  decisive  against  the  judg- 
ment, that  by  supplemental  bill  against  an  infant 
becoming  adult,  the  plaintiff  may  have  a  discovery 
which  he  could  not  have  against  the  infant.  He 
cannot  have  it  in  the  original  suit ;  and  if  it  may  be 
inforced  by  supplemental  bill  in  one  case  it  may 
in  all  cases.  The  analogy  of  suits  originally  against 
adults,  upon  which  ground  the  case  was  argued  in 
the  Court  below,  is  not  applicable  to  the  case  of 
suits  against  infants.  The  mode  of  proceeding  is 
entirely  different 

A  supplemental  bill  requiring  discovery  must  be 
founded  upon  some  event  which  has  happened  or 
has  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Plaintiff  after  the 
cause  was  at  issue,  and  in  such  case,  the  leave  of  the 
Court  to  file  the  bill  must  be  obtained.  These  are 
additions  to  the  original  bill,  but  here  the  new  plead- 
ing is  a  mere  substitution.  The  original  bill  was 
sufficient,  and  there  was  no  defect  to  be  supplied. 
Lord  Redesdale,  by  the  passages  •  on  this  subject 
in  his  book  on  pleading,  could  not  mean  that  such 
a  supplemental  bill  of  discovery  could  be  filed  at 
any  time.  •  The  record  in  this  case  was  complete. 
The  course  taken  by  the  Plaintiff  has  left  him  in 
a  difficulty.  Can  he  complain  of  that  circumstance  ? 
Try  the  case  by  this  test :  The  answer  is,  or  is  to 
be  deemed  sufficient,  since  no  exceptions  can  be 
taken.  In  that  state  of  the  pleadings  could  the 
Plaintiff  resist  a  motion  for  dismissing  the  bill, 
could  he  resist  a  motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction 
upon  a  bill  for  relief  ? 

*  See  Mitford's  Pleadings,  48.  263. 
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In  the  judgment  below  the  rule  is  laid  down  too 
extensively,  Usborne  v.  Baker  *  was  cited  as  an 
authority.  But  there  was  supplemental  matter  to 
ground  the  discovery.  No  doubt  such  a  bill  may 
be  warranted  by  circumstances  and  events,  but 
not  against  an  infant  upon  the  mere  fact  of  his 
coming  of  age.  Boeve  v.  Skipwithf  was  also  cited 
and  relied  on.  The  circumstances  do  not  clearly 
appear,  but  the  bill  in  that  case  certainly  was  not 
merely  for  discovery  —  it  was  to  put  new  matter  in 
issue.  Here  is  nothing  to  put  in  issue  but  that 
the  Plaintiff  has  attained  his  majority.  Goodwin  v. 
Goodwin  I  is  not  in  point,  and  there  is  not  suffi- 
cinte  authority  for  Lord  Redesdale's  propositioii. 
Colclough  V.Evans  §  was  decided  after  the  issuing  of 
the  new  orders  in  Chancery,  and  even  under  these 
a  reason  must  be  given. 

For  the    Respondents,   Mr.  Boteler   and  Mr. 
Loftus  Lowndes. 

The  privilege  of  an  infant  ceases  when  he  comes 
of  age.  He  may  then  be  taken  upon  an  attach- 
ment issued  during  infancy. ||  In  Meredith  v. 
O^ Donovan  %  the  coming  of  age  was  stated  as  sup- 
plemental matter,  and  there  was  no  demurrer. 
If  an  infant,  as  it  is  contended,  may  put  in  a 
further  answer  when  he  comes  of  age,  -would  not 
that  be  a  proof  that  the  first  answer  is  treated  as 
formal  and  ineffectual,  and  ought  not  the  right  to 
compel  an  effectual  answer  to  be  reciprocal? 
Where  he  brings  the  case  to  a  hearing  it  has  been 
held  to  be  an  adoption  of  the  answer.     But  in 


•  2  Mad.  379.  f  2  Rep.  in  Ch.  J  3  Atk.  371. 

§  4  Sim.  76.    See  Crompton  v.  Wombtoell,  id.  628, 
II  Lucas  Y.  Lucas,  13  Ves.  37   1. 
f  In  Chanc.  not  reported. 
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Kehall  v.  Kelsall  *,  it  is  denied  that  upon  coming 
of  age  he  may  make  a  new  case. 

The  doctrine  of  Lord  Redesdale  on  this  question 
is  founded  upon  the  authority  of  Boeve  v.  Skip^ 
rciih*  t  The  bill  in  that  case  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  for  relief;  it  was  understood  by  Lord 
Redesdale  to  have  been  a  bill  for  discovery.  He 
says  in  one  passage,  "  Where  the  imperfection  of 
the  suit  arises  from  a  defect  in  the  original  bill  or 
in  some  of  the  proceedings  upon  it,  and  not  from 
"  any  event  subsequent  to  the  institution  of  the  suit, 
"  it  may  be  added  to  by  a  supplemental  bill  merely. 
**  Thus  a  supplemental  bill  maybe  filed  to  obtain 
•*  a  further  discovery  from  a  defendant,  &c.  where 
*'  the  proceedings  are  in  such  a  state  that  the  ori- 
**  ginal  bill  cannot  be  amended  for  the  purpose.'*! 
Here,  the  defect  is,  that  the  Defendant  being  an 
infant,  the  Plaintiff  could  not  have  relief  by  means 
of  the  discovery.  In  another  passage  §  Lord  Redes- 
dale says,  "  If  a  supplemental  bill  is  occasioned 
**  by  an  event  subsequent  to  the  original  bill, 
**  it  must  state  that  event,  &c.,  for  if  the  supple- 
"  mental  bill  is  not  for  a  discovery  merely,  the  cause 
**  must  be  heard  upon  the  supplemental  matter.** 
In  a  third  passage  he  saysj|,  "If  any  event 
"  happens  which  alters  the  interest  of  any  party, 
"  &c.,  the  plaintiff  may  file  a  supplemental  bill 
"  &c.,  and  if  the  plaintiff  thinks,  some  discovery 
•*  from  the  Defendant  which  he  has  not  obtained 
«*  is  necessary  to  support  his  case,  he  may  file  a 
«*  supplemental  bill  to  obtain  that  discovery."  This 
is  a  general  proposition  not  limited  by  any  excep- 


*  2  M.  &  K.  409. 

X  Mitf.  Pigs.  p.  48. 
VOL.  IX. 


t  2  Rep.  in  Chanc.  142. 
§  P.  59.  II  P.  263.  3d  ed. 
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tion.     In  support  of  an  action  at  law,  a  bill  of 
discovery  may  be  filed  at  any  time. 

It  is  argued   upon   the  assumption  that  there 
have  been  no  precedents  for  this  practice  —  that 
there  is  some  insuperable  difficulty  in  admitting 
it;     but    this  reasoning    has    not    prevailed    in 
former  cases.     KelsaU  v.  KelsaU.  *     In  Milner  v. 
Lord  Harewood^  Lord  Eldon  says,    "  If  a  new 
'^  fact  happens  after  publication,  which  it  is  mate- 
**  rial  to  have  before  the  Court  in  evidence,  when 
"  the  original  cause  "  is  heard,  &c.,  if  discovery 
is  required  the   plaintiff  should  file  a  bill  of  dis- 
covery merely."     In  Usbome  v.  Baker  t  a  sup- 
plemental  bill  of  discovery  inquiring    as    to  ma- 
terial  facts   which    occurred   subsequent    to  the 
filing  of  the  original  bill,  was  held  good. 

As  to  the  objection  against  admitting  two  de- 
fences, in  this  case  it  is  inapplicable,  for  the  first 
answer  is  a  mere  formality,  and  by  requiring  a 
substantial  answer,  neither  damage  nor  inconve- 
nience will  ensue,  nor  can  any  unfair  use  be  made 
of  the  proceeding.  The  suggestion  that  the  Plain- 
tiff might  dismiss  the  old  and  file  a  new  bill  is  mere 
delusion.  He  might  not  be  able  to  make  out  his  case 
against  other  Defendants,  and  by  the  new  act  must 
lose  the  benefit  of  the  account  beyond  six  years.  If 
this  proceeding  is  not  permitted,  a  plain  tiff  can  have 
no  discovery  in  case  of  infancy,  for  (as  it  is  argued) 
there  can  be  no  exceptions  and  no  amendment 

In  the  reply,  Richmond  v.  Tayleure  §,  and  A'fl- 
pier  V.  Lord  Effingham  ||,  were  cited. 

hord  Brougham  (at  the  conclusion  of  the  ar- 
gument) :     This  is  a  case  of  importance,  and  of  the 

X  2  Mad. 


♦  Anihy  p.  323. 
§  1  P.  VS^.  734. 


t  17  Ves.  148. 
II  2.  P.  W.  401. 
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first  impression,  if  the  absence  of  direct  decision 
upon  the  very  same  facts  can  make  it  so.  But  not  so, 
having  regard  to  the  principle  of  former  decisions, 
and  the  current  of  cases  decided,  proceeding  on 
similar  principle.  It  does  not  follow  because 
there  is  no  direct  case  on  the  point,  that  upon  a 
bill  during  infancy,  it  is  not  competent  to  the 
Plaintiff,  when  the  infant  attains  majority,  to  call 
for  his  answer,  and  obligatory  on  the  infant  to 
give  the  discovery  sought.  If  a  principle  is  estab- 
lished,  and  affirmed  by  decision  upon  one  state  of 
facts,  it  is  followed  out  and  applied  to  other  cases 
in  a  course  of  judicial  decision,  and,  when  a  new 
case  arises  within  the  same  principle,  why  should 
the  application  of  it  be  withheld  ?  The  absence 
of  reported  decisions  arises  in  some  cases  from  the 
rule  of  law  being  settled,  and  the  practice  or 
doctrine  unquestioned,  as  in  many  familiar  in- 
stances. In  this  case  I  should  desire  and  propose 
to  postpone  the  judgment,  that  the  House  may 
consider  the  question,  and  that  I  may  consult  the 
Judges  in  the  courts  of  equity,  on  the  present  ques- 
tion of  practice.  In  the  absence  of  any  authority 
as  to  the  practice,  I  should  propose  to  decide  the 
question  on  the  ground  of  principle. 


Lord  Brougham. —  This  was  an  appeal  from  a 
decision  of  my  noble  and  learned  friend,  now  Lord 
Chancellor,  when  he  was  Chief  Baron.  Upon  the 
hearing,  I  had  a  very  strong  inclination  of  opinion  in 
favour  of  the  decision,  but  I  postponed  recommend- 
ing to  your  Lordships  to  give  judgment  of  affirm- 
ance, because  it  was  admitted  upon  all  hands  to  be 
the  first  decision  that  had  been  pronounced  upon  a 
question,    which    was  very   likely  to    occur  fre- 
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quently  in   practice,   and   consequently,    that  it 
ought  to    be  well    considered  as    establishing  a 
rule  to  govern  future  cases.      I    cannot    enter- 
tain any  doubt   upon   the   principle  upon  which 
this  case  was  decided,    that  a  failure   of  justice 
would ,  ensue  if  the  discovery  was  evaded.    In  a 
bill  for  a  discovery,  whether  it  be  to  aid  a  trial 
at  law,  or  in  order   to  obtain    equitable    relief, 
if  you  cannot  get  that  relief  by  examining  wit- 
nesses, you  may  obtain  it  by  wringing  the  consci- 
ence of  the  party,  to  obtain  his  confession,  in  aid 
of  proceedings  at  law,  or  to  establish  the  title  to 
equitable  relief.     There  might  otherwise  be  a  fail- 
ure  of  justice.     Witnesses,  perhaps,    will  not  tell 
the  whole  truth  in  a  court  of  law  :    witnesses  in 
equity,  when  examined  on  interrogatories,  perhaps 
will  not  tell  the  truth,  and  consequently  the  prac- 
tice of  the  courts  of  equity,  and  the  principles  of 
our  law  entitle  a  party  to  wring  the  conscience  of 
his  adversary,  and  obtain  that  discovery  as  ancil- 
lary to  the  attainment  of  justice,  whether  in  law  or 
equity.     Then,  if  I  file  a  bill  against  an  infant, 
and  if  his  answer  is  put  in,  and  sworn  by  the  guar- 
dian,  Jind  not  by  him,  it  is  certain  that  that  an- 
swer  can  no  more  be  read  in  evidence,   either  in 
law  or  equity,  than  if  I  had  not  filed  a  bill,  nor  ob- 
tained any  answer,  and  consequently,  not  obtained 
any  discovery  whatever.     It  is  an  imperfect  and 
fruitless  discovery  that  I  have  obtained. 

It  is  no  doubt  very  clear  that  you  could  not 
read  the  answer  of  the  guardian  ;  it  would  be  no 
evidence  whatever ;  and  it  seems  to  be  clear  that  it 
would  be  of  no  use  in  any  action.  Now  shall  a 
party  in  such  a  case  be  defeated  of  his  right,  the 
infant  coming  of  age  between  the  time  when  the 
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original  proceeding  is  instituted,  and  the  final  end 
is  made  of  it,  by  the  disposal  of  the  suit  ?  Shall 
his  object  be  frustrated  by  the  infancy  of  the  De- 
fendant, when  he  commenced  his  suit,  or  shall  he 
not  be  allowed  to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  stating 
the  fact,  that  the  infant  has  come  of  age,  and  pro- 
ceeding upon  that  fact  which  has  come  to  his 
knowledge,  and  which,  attending  to  the  technical 
rules  which  govern  such  cases,  must  have  come  to 
his  knowledge  after  the  cause  was  at  issue?  Because 
the  fact  did  not  exist  at  that  time,  shall  he  not  be 
allowed,  by  means  of  a  supplemental  bill,  to  obtain 
an  available  answer  ?  The  demurrer  says  no.  It 
does  not  say  that  the  right  of  discovery  is  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  at  an  end  ;  but  it  says  that 
this  suit  must  be  at  an  end ;  that  the  Plaintiff  must 
dismiss  this  bill  paying  the  costs,  that  he  must  in- 
cur a  certain  delay ;  that  he  must  file  a  new  bill, 
and  get  an  answer  from  the  adult  defendant, 
which  will  be  available  for  discovery,  in  support  of 
the  cause.  Can  any  thing  be  more  cumbrous, 
more  inconvenient,  or  more  senseless  than  such  a 
rule  would  be,  driving  him  to  dismiss  his  bill  at  his 
own  cost,  and  to  file  a  new  bill  for  the  purpose  of 
getting  an  answer  ? 

It  appeared  to  me  that  those  which  I  have  stated 
were  the  principles  upon  which  this  case  should  be 
governed  and  decided,  but  I  thought  it  was  very 
likely  that  what  was  said  to  be  a  case  of  the  first 
impression  was  not  so,  and  that  it  might  be  like 
many  other  cases  which  had  never  been  much 
doubted,  and  in  which,  therefore,  the  question 
had  never  been  raised ;  and  I  therefore  said,  that 
I  should  take  an  opportunity  of  conrulting  upon 
this  question,  those  learned  Judges  and  experienced 
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practitioners,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  and  the  Vice- 
Chancellor.  I  have  already  done  so,  and  they 
have  neither  of  them  any  doubts  upon  the  subject 
They  take  precisely  the  same  view  of  it  which  I 
have  done ;  it  was  not  upon  the  merits  of  the 
case  that  I  consulted  them,  but  upon  the  practice 
gf  the  Court.  We  were  told  that  there  were  no 
cases,  and  they  are  not  quite  sure  that  they  recollect 
any  case  in  which  such  a  bill  has  been  admitted, 
but  they  say,  that  it  is  so  perfectly  consistent 
with  all  the  principles  which  guide  the  practice 
of  courts  of  equity  that  they  should  not,  as  counsel, 
have  hesitated  (and  that  is  a  strong  authority  coming 
from  men  of  such  skill  and  experience  as  draftsmen,) 
in  advising  this  course  of  proceeding,  but  would 
have  done  so  as  a  matter  of  course,  and  that  they 
should  have  been  surprised  if  there  had  been  any 
objection  taken  to  it,  and,  consequently,  they  would 
have  been  surprised  if  a  demurrer  to  a  supplemental 
bill  under  such  circumstances  had  prevailed. 

These  opinions  confirm  my  views  as  to  the 
reason  why  this  happens  to  be  a  case  of  the  first 
impression  as  far  as  decision  goes,  that  it 
is  only  because  nobody  ever  thought  of  demur- 
ring to  such  a  bill.  The  authority  of  those  two 
learned  persons  seems  to  shew  that  it  is  so 
clear,  that  parties  have  never  doubted  about  it 
But  it  is  unnecessary  to  enter  into  the  question, 
whether  there  have  been  decisions ;  it  is  quite  suf- 
ficient that  it  is  according  to  principle  :  there  being 
no  decision  upon  the  very  point,  proves  nothing 
but  the  novelty  of  the  demurrer.  It  is  the  appli- 
cation of  a  well  known  principle  to  facts  which 
justify  that  application,  and,  consequently,  it  can- 
not be  said  to  be  introducing  any  noveltv  what- 
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ever,  there  being  no  decision  the  other  way.     It       1835. 
would  be  a  greater  novelty  if  we  were  to  decide  in 
favour  of  this  demurrer,  and  against  the  supple- 
mental bill }  for,  that  being  against  the  principle, 
we  should  be  making  an  innovation  and  change  in 
the  law.     I  therefore  entertain  exactly  the  same 
opinion  which  I  did  at  the  hearing  of  this  case.     I 
postponed  advising  your  Lordships  so  to  decide, 
merely  for  the  reason  which  I  have  given ;  namely, 
to  obtain  information.     That  which   I    have  ob- 
tained is,  perfectly  satisfactory ;   and  I  now  move 
your   Lordships,  that  this  judgment  pronounced 
by  my  noble  and  learned  friend,  when  Chief  Ba- 
ron, be  affirmed. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  Tiie  Defendant  having 
attained    his    age   subsequently  to  the    filing   of 
the  original  bill,  the  Plaintiff  could  not  introduce 
the  fact  by  way  of  amending  the  statement  of  the 
original  bill.     He  must  file  a  supplemental  bill,  for 
the  purpose  of  getting  an    answer  to  that  fact ; 
and  it  is   because    he   could  not  obtain  an  an- 
swer  to  that    fact   under  the  original   bill,  that 
he   was   entitled  to  it  by  way  of  a  supplemental 
bill,  if  the  infant  comes  of  age  after  the  original 
bill  has  been  filed,  when  it  is  too  late  to  amend. 
In  the  case  of  an  infant  you  can  make  no  use  by 
way  of  admission  of  the  answer  of  the  guardian. 
Under  such  circumstances  it  appears  to  me  that, 
according  to  principle,  you  may  be  entitled  to  file  a 
supplemental  bill,  in  order  to  get  an  answer  as  to 
facts  which  are  material,  when  you  cannot  obtain 
an  answer  to  the  original  bill.     If  you  cannot  have 
discovery  in  this  way,    the   consequence   would 
be  that  which  was  referred  to  by  my  noble  and 
learned  friend,  that  you  must  dismiss  the  bill,  and 
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begin  de  novo^  which  would  produce  unnecessary 
expense,  and  be  of  advantage  to  neither  party. 
For  these  reasons,  I  thought  that  I  was  justified  in 
pronouncing  the  decision  in  question.  I  am  very 
happy  to  find  that  it  is  supported  by  the  opinion 
of  my  noble  and  learned  friend,  and  by  that  of  the 
learned  judges  to  whom  he  has  referred.  I  think 
the  costs  should  be  given  in  this  case. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  100/.  costs. 


KNIGHT  V.  THE  MARQUIS  OF  WATERFORD. 
The  Judgment  pronounced  in  the  Exchequer. 

Lord  Lyndhurst. —  In  this  case  of  Knight  and  the  Marquis  of 
Waterford,  the  bill  was  filed  against  the  Marquis  of  Waterford 
when  he  was  an  infant  —  the  Defendant's  answer,  if  he  had 
been  of  full  age,  would  have  been  insufficient;  but  no  excep- 
tion could  be  taken  to  the  answer   for  insufficiency  on  ac- 
count of  his  being  an  infant.    After  he  came  of  age,  the  bill  in 
question  was  filed,  which  was  a  supplemental  bill  for  a  discovery 
only  ;  and  in  that  supplemental  bill  for  a  discovery,  he  is  inter- 
rogated as  to  the  points  to  which  he  was  interrogated  when  an 
infant ;  and  with  respect  to  which  interrogatories  he  made  no 
discovery ;   he  is  also  interrogated  as  to  two  other  matters, 
which  form  no  part  of  the  interrogatories  contained  in  the  ori- 
ginal bill.     The  question  is,  whether  this  supplemental  bill  for 
a  discovery  can  be  sustained.     A  demurrer  has  been  put  io  to 
the  whole  bill :  now,  whatver  the  ancient  practice  might  be,  it 
id  quite  clear  that  a  supplemental  bill  for  a  discovery  merely 
may  be  filed  either  where  new  facts  have  occurred  since  the 
commencement  of  the  original  suit,  or  where  facts  which  have 
existed  before,  have  been  discovered  at  such  a  period  of  the 
original  suit,  that  the  party  would  not  have  a  right  to  avail 
himself  of  them  in  that  original  suit.     This  is  permitted  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  a  failure  of  justice.     It  has,  however, 
been  decided,  that  where  the  fact  did  exist  before  the  filing 
of  the  original  bill,  and   was  known  at  such  a   period  that 
the  party  might  have  availed  himself  of  it  in  the  original  suit, 
he  would  not  be  entitled  to  file  a  supplemental  bill  for  a  disco- 
very, because  he  would  not  have  a  right  to  file  such  a  bill  for 
llic  purpose  of  supplying  an  omission  arising  solely  from  his 
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own  negligence ;  the  principle,  therefore,  of  the  Court  seems 
to  be  this,  that  where  it  is  necessary  to  file  a  bill  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  a  discovery  which  could  not  have  been 
obtained  in  the  original  suit,  then  a  supplemental  bill  for  a 
discovery  may  be  sustained.  I  think  that  is  the  principle  to  be 
extracted  from  this  decision,  and  it  is  analogous  to  the  rule 
upon  which  bills  of  discovery  are  allowed  to  be  filed  in  aid  of 
actions  at  law,  you  cannot  obtain  a  discovery  in  a  court  of  law, 
and,  therefore,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  a  failure  of  jus- 
tice, a  court  of  equity  allows  a  bill  to  be  filed  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  a  discovery  which  is  to  aid  the  party  in  his  suit  at 
law. 

Now,  what  are  the  facts  of  this  case?  The  original  bill 
was  filed,  and  the  answer  put  in,  but  no  discovery —  that  is,  no 
effectual  discovery — was  or  could  be  obtained  under  such  cir- 
cumstances. Following  the  principle  upon  which  bills  for  dis- 
covery are  founded  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  a  failure  of 
justice,  and  of  providing  a  remedy  for  the  defects  of  the  ori- 
ginal proceeding,  the  party  should  have  a  right  to  file  a  bill  for 
a  discovery,  where  that  discovery  has  been  imperfect  in  the 
original  suit,  in  consequence  of  the  infant  not  having  made  a 
full  answer,  by  his  guardian ;  as  far,  therefore,  as  relates  to 
those  interrogatories  which  form  part  of  the  original  bill,  and 
which  were  not  answered  by  the  Defendant  in  the  original  bill, 
the  supplemental  bill  for  a  discovery  must  be  sustained.  But 
then  there  are  certain  other  facts  inserted  in  this  supple- 
mental bill,  which  form  no  part  of  the  original  bill ;  and  it  is 
not  averred  that  these  facts  did  not  exist,  or  that  they  were  not 
known  by  the  Plaintiff  when  the  original  suit  was  instituted  for 
any  thing  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  therefore  they  might 
have  formed  a  part  of  the  original  bill,  and  if  they  had  formed 
a  part  of  the  original  bill,  they  might  have  been  answered,  and 
fully  answered,  by  the  Defendant,  the  infant.  But  then  this 
is  a  demurrer  to  the  whole  bill ;  and  though,  if  these  interro- 
gatories had  been  the  only  part  of  the  supplemental  bill  for  a 
discovery,  the  demurrer  might,  possibly,  have  been  sustained 
on  the  ground  that  the  party  had  no  right,  in  consequence  of 
his  own  negligence,  to  file  a  bill  of  this  description,  yet  as  it  is 
a  demurrer  to  the  whole  bill,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  part  of 
it  ought  to  be  answered,  it  follows  that  the  demurrer  must 
be  overruled. 
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(^court  of  chancery.) 

Thomas   Foster,  George  Cleeve,  1    ^      „    , 

J  T  r>  r  Appellants; 

and  James  Baikie        -        -        .  J     ^^  ' 

Sir  Charles  Cockerell,  Bart.        -    Respondent. 

M.,  by  deeds  executed  in  1812,  conveyed  lands  to  trustees  in 
fee,  upon  trust,  to  raise  money  by  sale  or  mortgage  to  pay 
off  the  debts  of  B.»  and  to  pay  the  surplus  of  monies  raised 
in  M.'s  lifetime  to  him,  and  of  monies  raised  after  his  death 
to  B.,  and  to  stand  seised  of  the  estates  unsold  in  trust  for 
M.,  during  his  life,  and  after  his  decease  in  trust  for  B.  in 
fee.  By  deeds  executed  in  1813,  B.  granted  annuities  to  the 
Appellants,  and  by  deeds  of  the  same  date,  and  to  secure 
the  annuities,  gave  powers  of  distress  and  entry  upon  the 
lands  comprised  in  the  deeds  of  1812,  and  demised  the  lands 
to  trustees  for  a  term.  The  annuities  were  also  further  se- 
cured by  warrants  of  attorney,  and  judgments  thereon,  and 
memorials  of  them  were  enrolled. 

By  deeds  executed  in  1814,  B.  conveyed  to  the  Respondent  all 
the  monies  and  premises  to  which  he  was  entitled  under  the 
deeds  of  1812,  to  secure  the  replacing  of  20,000/.  navy  5 
per  cents,  lent  to  B.  by  the  Respondents. 

M.  died  in  1817.  Part  of  the  lands  were  sold  in  the  lifetime 
of  M . ;  the  residue  were  sold  after  his  death,  and  a  surplus 
remained  after  execution  of  the  trusts. 

In  1819  the  Respondent  gave  notice  of  his  incumbrance  to  the 
surviving  trustee.  Upon  a  suit  in  equity  it  was  decreed  that 
by  the  effect  of  the  notice  the  Respondent  had  gained  a 
priority  of  charge  upon  the  fund. 


I  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Mas- 
ter of  the  Rolls,  dated  the  5th  of  March  1833. 
By  indentures  of  the  21st  and  22d  of  February, 
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1812,  George  Duke  of  Marlborough,  conveyed       1835. 
lands,   &c.  in   Berks,  Bucks,    Wilts,  and   Herts, 
to  James  BJackstone  and  Thomas  Coutts,  in  fee,  *• 

upon  trust  to  raise  money,  to  pay  off  annuities 
granted  by  the  Marquis  of  BJandford,  and  also, 
if  the  trustees  thought  proper,  to  pay  the  debts 
of  the  marquis.  For  which  purposes  the  trustees 
had  power  to  sell  the  lands,  &c.,  or  in  the  mean 
time  to  mortgage  them,  and,  by  means  of  the  pro- 
ceeds,  to  re-purchase  the  annuities,  and  if  the  trus- 
tees should  think  proper,  but  not  otherwise,  to 
pay  the  debts  of  the  marquis,  and  to  pay  the  ulti- 
mate surplus  of  the  money,  raised  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  duke,  to  him,  and  the  surplus  of  the  money 
raised  after  the  duke's  death,  to  the  marquis  j  and 
the  trustees  were  to  stand  seised  of  the  estates 
unsold,  in  trust  for  the  duke  for  life,  and,  after  his 
decease,  in  trust  for  the  marquis  in  fee. 

The  trustees,  under  the  powers  of  this  deed,  raised 
15,000/»  upon  mortgage  of  estates  in  Hertford. 

By  indenture  of  the  13th  of  August,  1812,  the 
trusts  were  enlarged.  The  trustees  were  thereby 
empowered  to  raise  money  to  pay  interest  of 
debts,  and  premiums  of  insurance  :  they  were  also 
authorised  to  raise  money  upon  annuities,  and  sub- 
ject to  such  trusts,  they  were  to  pay  the  surplus  of 
monies,  raised  in  the  lifetime  of  the  duke,  to  him, 
and  the  surplus  of  monies  raised  after  his  decease, 
to  the  marquis,  and  to  stand  seised  of  estates  un- 
sold, for  the  duke  for  life  ;  and  after  his  decease, 
in  trust  for  the  marquis  in  fee.  And  the  deed 
contained  a  declaration,  that  the  trustees  might 
exercise,  partially  or  wholly,  the  trusts  for  paying 
the  debts  of  the  marquis.  A  third  deed  was  exe- 
cuted on  the  20th  October,  1813. 
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1835.  Under  the  powers  given  to  them  by  the  three 

several  indentures  above  stated,  the  trustees  James 
Blackstone  and  Thomas  Coutts,  from  time  to  time 
raised  various  sums  of  money  by  way  of  mortgage, 
and  by  granting  annuities,  and  executed  various 
deeds  for  securing  the  sums  so  raised,  to  the  per- 
sons who  advanced  them,  and  amongst  others, 
they,  in  the  month  of  February,  1814,  made  and 
executed  certain  indentures  of  lease  and  release, 
dated  respectively  the  12th  and  14th  days  of  that 
month,  whereby  they  conveyed  and  assured  to  Sir 
William  Paxton  and  Archibald  Paxton,  both  since 
deceased,  and  to  the  Respondent  and  Henry  Trail 
Esq.,  such  of  the  manors  and  otlier  hereditaments, 
comprised  in  the  said  indenture  of  release  of  the 
22d  of  February,  1812,  as  were  situate  in  the 
counties  of  Berks  and  Hertfordshire,  by  way  of 
mortgage,  for  securing  to  them,  and  the  survivors 
of  them,  the  sum  of  45,000/.  and  interest. 

In  further  performance  of  the  trusts  reposed  in 
them  by  the  several  indentures  of  the  22d  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1812,  the  13th  of  August,  1812,  and  the 
20th  of  October,  1813,  the  trustees,  Thomas 
Coutts  and  James  Blackstone,  sold,  or  contracted 
and  agreed  to  sell,  all  such  of  the  estates  comprised 
in  the  indenture  of  release  of  the  22d  of  Feb- 
ruary,  1812,  as  were  situate  in  the  several  counties 
of  Buckingham,  Hertford,  and  Wilts,  and  divers 
parts  of  the  purchase  monies  of  those  estates  were 
received,  and  were  paid  and  applied  by  them 
in  the  lifetime  of  George  Duke  of  Marlborough 
in  pursuance  of  the  trusts  of  the  three  several  in- 
dentures, of  the  22d  of  February,  1812,  the  13th 
of  August,  1812,  and  the  20th  of  October,  1813: 
other  parts  of  such  purchase  monies,   were  re- 
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ceived  in  the  lifetime  of  George  Duke  of  Marl-       1835. 
borough,  by  the  same  trustees,  and  remained  in 

their  hands  at  his  death,  and  other  parts  of  the     » 

purchase  monies  were,  at  the  time  of  the  death 
of  George  Duke  of  Marlborough  outstanding,  and 
remaining  due  from  some  of  the  purchasers. 

George  Duke  of  Marlborough  died  on  the  30th 
of  January,  18 17. 

Thomas  Coutts  died  in  the  month  of  February, 
1822. 

In  Michaelmas  term,  1824,  the  Appellants,  Tho- 
mas Foster  and  George  Cieeve,  together  with  Wil- 
liam Walter,  who  is  since  dead,  filed  their  bill  of 
complaint  in  the  high  Court  of  Chancery,  which 
was  afterwards  amended  in  pursuance  of  an  order 
obtained  for  that  purpose ;  and  the  bill  so  amended 
was  against  James  Blackstone,  Harriett  Coutts 
widow,  now  Harriett  Duchess  of  St.  Alban's,  Sir 
Coutts  Trotter,  baronet,  Edward  Majoribanks,  Sir 
Edmund  Antrobus,  baronet,  the  Respondent  Sir 
Charles  Cockerell,  baronet,  John  Pinniger,  Joseph 
White,  Charles  Richardson,  Thomas  Wright,  John 
Wright,  Philip  Luke  Godsal,  Charles  Hatchett, 
Henry  Trail ;  and  against  the  said  Marquis  of 
Blandford,  who,  by  the  death  of  George  Duke  of 
Marlborough,  had  then  become  Duke  of  Marlbo- 
rough, as  defendants  thereto,  whereby,  after  stat- 
ing, amongst  other  things,  the  indentures  of  lease 
and  release  of  the  21st  and  22d  of  February,  1812, 
and  the  indenture  of  the  13th  of  August,  1812, 
the  Plaintiffs  in  the  bill  alleged :  — 

"  That  in  the  month  of  June,  1813,  the  Appel- 
"  lant  Thomas  Foster,  agreed  with  the  said  Mar- 
"  quis  of  Blandford,  for  the  purchase  of  an  annuity 
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18S5.  «  of  447/.  during  the  life  of  the  Appellant  Thomas 
"  Foster,  and  the  lives  of  George  Carroll  of  Oxford 
!l-.,  "  Street,  lottery  office  keeper,  John  Coventry  of 
"  the  town  of  Bedford,  and  John  Brown  of  Bromp- 
"  ton  Crescent,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and 
"  the  life  and  lives  of  the  survivors  and  survivor 
"  of  them,  at  or  for  the  price  or  sum  of  3,576/. 
"  to  be  secured  in  the  manner  thereinafter  men- 
"  tioned  ;  and  that  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agree- 
"  ment,  an  indenture,  bearing  date  the  8th  of  June, 
"  1813,  was  duly  made  between  the  said  Marquis 
"  of  Blandford  of  the  first  part,  the  said  Appellant 
"  Thomas  Foster  of  the  second  part,  and  nine 
**  other  persons  therein  respectively  named  and 
"  described  of  the  third  part,  and  which  was  exe- 
"  cuted  by  the  said  Marquis  of  Blandford,  and  the 
"  said  Appellant  Thomas  Foster,  whereby  it  was 
*'  witnessed,  that  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 
3,576/.  paid  to  the  said  Marquis  of  Blandford 
by  the  said  Appellant  Thomas  Foster,  the  said 
Marquis  of  Blandford  granted  unto  the  said 
Appellant  Thomas  Foster  an  annuity  of  447/., 
"  to  hold  the  same  unto  said  Appellant  Thomas 
"  Foster,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns 
"  thenceforth,  during  the  natural  life  of  the  said 
"  Appellant  Thomas  Foster,  and  the  said  George 
"  Carroll,  John  Coventry,  and  John  Brown  j  and 
**  the  lives  and  Jife  of  the  survivors  and  survivor 
**  of  them,  payable,  &c.  inclusive  of  the  day  of 
"  such  survivor's  decease ;  and  that  the  said  in- 
"  denture  contained  a  clause,  authorising  the  said 
**  Marquis  of  Blandford  to  repurchase  the  said 
"  annuity  thereby  granted,  on  payment  to  the  said 
"  Appellant  Thomas  Foster,  his  executors,  admin- 
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"  istrators,  or  assigns,  of  the  sum  of  3,687/.  165.,      }^^^\ 
**  and  all  arrears  of  the  said  annuity,  up    to  the 

"  time  of  re-purchasing  the  same.  ^ ^j^ 

**  That  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  (recited) 
an  indenture,  bearing  date  the  12th  of  June, 
1813,  was  made  between  the  said  Marquis  of 
"  Blandford  of  the  first  part,  the  Appellant  George 
"  Cleeve  of  the  second  part,  and  seventeen  other 
**  persons  therein  particularly  named  and  de- 
"  scribed  of  the  third  part ;  and  which  was  duly 
"  executed  by  the  said  Marquis  of  Blandford  and 
**  the  said  Appellant  George  Cleeve,  whereby,  in 
"  consideration  of  the  sum  of  6000/.  therein  ex- 
**  pressed,  to  be  paid  by  the  said  Appellant  George 
"  Cleeve  to  the  said  Marquis  of  Blandford,  the 
said  Marquis  of  Blandford  granted  unto  the  Ap- 
pellant George  Cleeve  an  annuity  of  750/L  dur- 
ing the  lives  of  the  said  George  Carroll,  James 
"  Gibbs,  John  Stalker,  and  Benjamin  Gibbs,  and 
"  the  lives  and  life  of  the  survivors  and  sur- 
**  vivor  of  them,  payable  quarterly,  &c. 

"  That  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  (recited)  an 
**  indenture  bearing  date  the  14th  of  June,  1813,  was 
**  made  by  and  between  the  said  Marquis  of  Bland- 
**  ford  of  the  first  part,  and  the  said  William  Walter 
**  of  the  second  part,  and  thirty-six  other  persons 
*«  therein  respectively  named  and  described  of  the 
**  third  part,  and  which  was  duly  executed  by  the 
**  said  Marquis  of  Blandford,  and  the  said  Wil- 
**  liam  Walter  deceased,  whereby  the  said  Marquis 
"  of  Blandford,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 
6200/.  therein  expressed  to  be  paid  to  him  by 
the  said  William  Walter  deceased,  granted  unto 
"  the  said  William  Walter  deceased  an  annuity  of 
**  775/.,  to  hold  unto  the  said  William  Walter,  his 
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1835.  <<  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  during  the 
"  lives  of  the  said  Harriett  Elizabeth  Berry, 
"  Thomas  Berry,  James  Henry  Mann,  and  Thomas 
"  Allason,  and  the  lives  and  life  of  the  survivors  and 
"  survivor  of  them,  &c. 

"  That,  at  the  time,  when  the  said  Appellants 
"  Thomas  Foster  and  George  Cleeve,  and  the  md 
"  William  Walter  deceased  respectively  agreed  to 
"  purchase  the  said  three  several  annuities,  it  was 
"  further  agreed  by  and  between  them  and  the  said 
"  Marquis  of  Blandford  that  the  said  three  annui- 
"  tics  respectively  should  be  further  secured  by  and 
"  out  of  the  said  estates  and  hereditaments  com- 
*'  prised  in  the  said  indenture  of  release  of  the  22d 
*<  of  February,  1812  ;  and  that,  in  pursuance  of  the 
**  said  agreement,  an  indenture  bearing  date  the 
**  14th  day  of  June,  1813,  was  made  between  the 
said  Marquis  of  Blandford  of  the  first  part,  the 
said  Appellant  Thomas  Foster  of  the  second  part, 
"  the  said  Appellant  George  Cleeve  of  the  third 
"  part,  the  said  William  Walter  deceased  of  the 
"  fourth  part,  and  Edward  Howard,  therein  de- 
"  scribed,  of  the  fifth  part,  and  which  was  duly  cx- 
"  ecuted  by  all  the  parties ;  whereby,  after  reciting 
"  amongst  other  things  the  said  indenture  of  lease 
and  release  of  the  21st  and  22d  days  of  Februar)', 
1812,  and  the  said  indenture  of  the  13th  day  of 
August,  1812,  thereunder  written,  and  reciting 
"  the  said  indenture  of  the  8th  of  June,  1813,  being 
"  the  grant  of  the  said  annuity  of  447/.  to  the  said 
"  Appellant  Thomas  Foster,  and  the  said  inden- 
"  ture  of  the  12th  of  June,  1813,  being  the  grant 
"  of  the  said  annuity  of  750/.  to  the  said  Appellant 
"  George  Cleeve,  and  the  said  indenture  of  even 
"  date  with  the  indenture  now  being  stated,  being 
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^*  the  grant  of  the  said  annuity  of  775i  to  the  said       1836 

"  William  Walter  deceased :  and  also  reciting,  that 

'*  upon  the  several  treaties  for  the  purchase  of  the 

"  said  several  annuities  of  447^1,  750/.,  and  775/.  it 

^<  had  been  agreed  that,  for  further  securing  the 

^^  payment  thereof,  the  said  Appellants  Thomas 

"  Foster  and  George  Cleeve,  and  the  said  William 

"  Walter  deceased  respectively,  and  their  respect- 

"  ive  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  should, 

"  from  and  after  the  decease  of  George  Duke  of 

^<  Marlborough  deceased,  have  powers  of  distress  and 

**  entry  into,  over,  and  upon,  and  of  perception  ofi 

<<  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  manors,  mes« 

'*  suages,  lands,  tenements,  tithes,  and  heredita<* 

«*  ments  comprised  in  the  therein-before  recited 

^^  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the  SI  stand  S2d 

'<  of  February,  1812 ;  and  that  the  said  Marquis 

<'  of  Blandford  had  also  agreed  to  demise  the  same 

"  hereditaments  for  a  term  of  years,  for  better  se- 

**  curing  the  said  three  annuities  to  the  said  Ap- 

"  pellants  Thomas  Foster,  George  Cleeve,  and  the 

**  said  William  Walter  deceased  respectively :   It 

<'  was  witnessed,  that  in  pursuance  and  part  per- 

<<  formance  of  the   said  recited  agreements,  the 

*<  said  Marquis  of 'Blandford  thereby  granted  unto 

"  the  said  Appellants  Thomas   Foster,    George 

"  Cleeve,  and  the  said  William  Walter  respectively, 

**  their  respective   executors,  administrators,  and 

<<  assigns,  that  from  time  to  time,  from  and  afler 

"  the  decease  of  George  Duke  of  Marlborough  de- 

**  ceased,  and  when  and  as  often  it  should  happen, 

**  that  the  said  annuities  or  yearly  sums  of  447/«> 

"  750/,,  and  775/.  respectively,  or  any  quarterlypay- 

<«  ment  of  the  same  annuities  repectively  should  be 
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1835.  «  in  arrear  and  unpaid  in  the  whole  or  in  part  bj 
"  the  space  of  twenty-one  days  next  over  or  after 
**  any  of  the  days  or  times  whereon  the  same  Yiere 
<<  respectively  appointed  to  be  paid  as  aforesaid, 
'<  then  and  so  often  and  from  time  to  time  it  should 
<<  and  might  be  lawftil  for  the  said  Appellants 
"  Thomas  Foster,  George  Cleeve,  and  the  said 
"  William  Walter  deceased  respectively,  their  re- 
"  spective  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
''  into  and  upon  the  said  manors,  messuages,  lands, 
**  tenements,  tithes,  and  hereditaments  tberein- 
<<  after  granted  and  demised,  or  into  and  upon  any 
"  part  thereof  to  enter,  and  distrain  for  the  same 
'*  annuities  or  yearly  sums  of  447/.,  750i,  and775i 
«*  and  all  the  arrears  thereof  respectively,  and  the 
<<  distress  and  distresses  then  and  there  found  to 
<<  detain,  manage,  sell,  and  dispose  of  in  the  same 
'^  manner  in  all  respects,  and  upon  the  same  terms 
♦*  as  distresses  for  rents  reserved  upon  leases  for 
"  years  might  be,  and  were,  and  ought  to  be  detain- 
**  ed,  managed,  sold,  and  disposed  of,  and  as  if  the 
said  annuities  or  yearly  sums  of  447/.,  750£,  and 
775/.,  were  rents  reserved  upon  leases  for  years ; 
*'  to  the  intent  that  the  said  Appellants  Thomas 
"  Foster,  George  Cleeve,  and  the  said  William 
"  Walter  respectively,  their  respective  execu- 
"  tors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  should  there- 
"  with,  thereby,  or  otherwise  be  fully  satisfied  and 
"  paid  the  said  annuities  or  yearly  sums  of  447/., 
*'  750/.,  and  775/.,  and  all  the  arrears  thereof  and 
"  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  to  be  occasioned  by 
"  nonpayment  thereof,  at  the  days  or  times  so  as 
"  aforesaid  appointed  for  the  payment  of  the  same, 
"  and  thereinbefore  mentioned ;  and  the  said  Mar- 
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"  quis  of  Blandford  thereby  further  granted  unto       18S5. 
«*  the  said   Appellants  Thomas    Foster,    George 
**  Cleeve,  and  to  the  said  William  Walter  deceased 
**  respectively,  and  their  respective  executors,  ad- 
<'  ministrators,  and  assigns,  that  from  time  to  time 
**  from  and  after  the  decease  of  George  Duke  of 
**  Marlborough  deceased,  and  when  and  as  often  as 
<'  it  should  happen  that  the  said  annuities  or  yearly 
«*  sums  of  447/.,  750/.,  and  775/.f  respectively,  or 
<<  any  part  of  the  same  annuities,  should  be  in  ar- 
"  rear  and  unpaid  by  the  space  of  thirty-one  days 
"  next  over  or  after  any  or  either  of  the  said  days 
**  whereon  the  same  annuities  were  by  the  said  in- 
"  dentures  respectively  appointed  to  be  paid  as 
*<  aforesaid,  then  and  so  often  and  from  time  to 
**  time,  either  upon  or  at  any  time  after  the  expir- 
"  ation  of  the  said  thirty-one  days,  it  should  and 
**  might  be  lawful  to   and   for   the   said   Appel- 
"  lants  Thomas  Foster  and  George  Cleeve,  and 
"  the  said    William    Walter    respectively,    their 
*^  respective  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
**  although   no    formal  or  legal   demand   should 
<<  have    been    made    of   the    said    annuities    or 
^*  yearly   sums  of  447/.,    750/.,   and  775/.,   into 
'<  and  upon   the   said  manors,  lands,  tenements, 
"  tithes,  and  hereditaments,  in  the  name  of  the 
«*  whole,  to  enter,   and  the  same  to  have^  hold, 
"  and  enjoy,  and  the  rents   and  profits   thereof, 
"  and  of  every  part  thereof,  to  receive  and  take 
"  to  and  for  their  own   use    and    benefit,    until 
they  respectively  should  thereby,  therewith,  or 
otherwise  be  fldly  satisfied  and  paid  the  said 
"  annuities   or  yearly  sums  of  447/.,  750/.,  and 
"  775/.,  and  all  the  arrears  thereof,  and  so  much  of 
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.1835.       "  the  said  same  annuities  or  yearly  sums  of  447^'> 
"  750t,   and  775i   as  should  from  time  to  time 
™       "  accrue  and  grow  due  and  owing,  during  such 
."  time  as  the  said  Appellants  Thomas  Foster  and 
"  George   Cleeve,   and  the  said  William  Walter 
"  deceased  respectively,   their  respective   execu- 
**  torSi   administrators,  and  assigns,  should  conti- 
"  nue  or  be  in  possession  of  the  premises,  after 
"  every  such  entry  as  aforesaid,  and  also  all  such 
<<  losses  and  damages  and  expenses  as  should  be 
^>  occasioned  by  the  nonpayment  of  the  said  an- 
**  nuities  or  yearly  sums  of  447/.>  750i,  and  775i 
"  or  any  part  thereof  respectively,   at  the  days 
<<  and    times    aforesaid ;    and    such    possession, 
<<  when  taken,    to  be  without    impeachment  of 
'*  waste ;   and  it  was  further  witnessed,  that  in 
^*  pursuance   and   part   performance   of  the  said 
**  recited  agreement,    and   for  the  considerations 
**  therein   mentioned,    he,    the   said  Marquis  rf 
"  Blandford,  by  the  direction  and  on  the  nomin- 
^<  ation  and  appointment  of  the  said  Appellants 
"  Thomas  Foster  and  George  Cleeve,   and  the 
"  said    William    Walter    deceased    respectively, 
*<  granted  and  demised  all  the  said  manors,  mes- 
^^  suages,   lands,    tenements,    and   hereditaments 
^<  comprised  in  the  said  indentures  of  lease  and 
**  release  of  the  21st  and  22d  days  of  February, 
*<  1812,    with   the    appurtenances,   unto  the  said 
"  Edward  Howard  as  a  trustee,   for  the  term  of 
500  years,   in   remainder  expectant  on  the  de- 
cease of  George  Duke  of  Marlborough  deceased, 
upon  the  trusts  therein  mentioned,  for  better 
securing  the  said   three  annuities  to  the  said 
**  Appellants  Thomas  Foster  and  George  Cleeve, 
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"  and  the  said   William  Walter  deceased  respect-       ^35. 

"  ively,   but  subject  to  the  subsisting  trusts  de- 

<<  dared  of  and  concerning  the  same  manors  and 

"  hereditaments  by  the  thereinbefore  recited  in* 

«  denture  of  release  of  the  22d  of  February,  1812,^ 

"  and    by    the    said    indenture  of  the  13th  of 

<<  August,   1812,   and  also  subject  as  therein-be- 

«*  fore  was  mentioned.'* 

"  The  bill  prayed,  that  an  account  might 
"  be  taken,  by  or  under  the  direction  of  the 
<<  Honourable  Court,  of  all  and  singular  the  said 
<*  estates  and  hereditaments  comprised  in  the 
*^  said  indenture  of  lease  and  release  of  the 
<«  21st  and  22d  days  of  February,  1812,  and  g£ 
"  the  rents,  profits,  purchase  money,  and  pro- 
duce thereof  received  by  the  said  James 
Blackstone  deceased,  and  by  the  said  Thomas 
^<  Coutts  deceased,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said 
''  Thomas  Coutts,  and  since  his  death  by  the 
'<  said  James  Blackstone,  or  either  of  them,  or 
**  any  person  or  persons  by  their  or  either  of 
**  their  order,  or  for  their  or  either  of  their  use, 
•*  or  which,  without  their  or  either  of  their  wil- 
«*ful  neglect  or  default,  they  or  either  of  them 
«*  might  have  received  ;  and  that  an  account  might- 
**  be  taken  of  the  sums  of  money  paid  and  ex- 
**  pended  by  the  said  James  Blackstone  and  the 
<^  said  Thomas  Coutts,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said 
**  Thomas  Coutts,  and  since  his  decease  by  the 
<<  said  James  Blackstone,  under  and  by  virtue  of 
**  trusts  of  the  said  indenture  of  release ;  and 
^*  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  what  was 
'<  due  to  the  said  Appellants  Thomas  Foster 
"  and  George  Cleeve,  and  to  the  said   Willianr 

A  A   S 


rOffTKK. 

o. 
cocKniu. 


S44r  CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE   OF   LORDS 

18S5.  ^<  Walter  deceased  respectively,  for  or  in  respect 
"  of  the  arrears  of  the  said  respective  annuities 
!l«.  "  granted  and  secured  by  the  said  indentures  of  the 
«  8th  day  of  June,  1813,  the  12th  day  of  June  1813, 
«  and  the  14th  day  of  June,  1813,  and  that 
<*  the  amount  of  such  arrears  might  be  paid 
"  to  the  said  Appellants  Thomas  Foster  and 
«*  George  Cleeve,  and  to  the  said  William  Wal- 
"  ter  deceased,  respectively,  out  of  the  monies 
•*  which,  upon  the  taking  of  the  said  account 
**  should  be  found  due  from  the  said  James  Black- 
<<  stone  and  Thomas  Coutts,  and  that  a  sufficient 
<<  part  of  such  trust  monies  might  be  set  apart  and 
**  invested  to  secure  or  meet  the  future  payments 
"  of  the  same  annuities  respectively ;  and  if  the 
♦«  said  Harriett  Duchess  of  St.  Alban's,  Sir  Coutts 
<<  Trotter,  Edward  Majoribanks,  and  Sir  Edmund 
"  Antrobus,  the  executrix  and  executors  of  the 
^'  said  Thomas  Coutts,  should  not  admit  assets 
"  of  the  said  Thomas  Coutts  deceased,  come  to 
their  hands,  sufficient  to  answer  what  might 
be  due  to  the  said  Appellants  Thomas  Foster 
"  and  George  Cleeve,  and  to  the  said  William 
"  Walter  respectively,  from  his  estate,  in  respect 
<<  of  the  matters  aforesaid,  then  that  the  usual 
**  accounts  might  be  taken  by  or  under  the  di- 
*•  rection  of  this  Honourable  Court,  of  all  and 
"  singular  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the 
"  said  Thomas  Coutts,  come  to  the  hands  of  the 
"  said  executrix  and  executors  respectively,  or 
"  any  of  them,  or  to  the  hands  of  any  per- 
"  son  or  persons,  by  their  order  or  for  their 
**  use  respectively,  and  of  his  funeral  and  testa- 
<<  mentary  expenses  and  debts,  and  that  the  same 
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**  might  be  paid  in  a  course  of  administration,  and       1835. 
**  that  all  such  further  and  other  accounts  mis^ht       „,.^. 

O  FOtTXK 

"  be  taken  and  directions  given  as  might  be  ne-     i 

"  cessary  ;  and  for  general  relief." 

The  several  Defendants  to  the  amended  bill^ 
having  been  served  with  process,  appeared  and  put 
in  their  respective  answers  thereto.  The  Re- 
spondent, by  his  answer,  stated  the  following 
case. 

In  the  month  of  November,  1814,  the  Respond- 
ent, at  the  request  of  the  Marquis  of  Blandford, 
sold  out  a  sum  of  20,000/.  navy  five  per  cent,  an- 
nuities, and  lent  the  proceeds  thereof)  amounting 
to  the  sum  of  19,173/.  l6s.  to  the  Marquis  of 
Blandford  j  and  thereupon  an  indenture,  bearing 
date  the  10th  day  of  November,  1814,  was  made 
and  executed,  by  and  between  the  Marquis  of 
Blandford  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Respondent  of 
the  other  part,  whereby,  after  reciting  the  inden- 
tures of  lease  and  release  of  the  21st  and  22d 
days  of  February,  1812,  the  Marquis  of  Blandford 
granted  and  assigned  unto  the  Respondent,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  all  the  manors,  messuages,  tithes, 
hereditaments,  monies,  and  premises,  to  which  he 
the  Marquis  of  Blandford  was  then  entitled,  under 
the  trusts  of  the  indenture  of  the  22d  of  Februarv 
1812,  and  all  his  estate  and  interest  therein,  sub- 
ject to  redemption  upon  re-transfer  of  the  sum  of 
20,000/.  navy  five  per  cent  annuities  into  the 
name  or  names  of  the  Respondent,  his  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  at  the  time  therein  men- 
tioned, and  long  since  passed,  and  upon  payment 
in  the  meantime  to  the  Respondent,  his  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  on  the  days  on  which 
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1835.  the  dividends  of  the  navy  five  per  cent,  annui- 
ties were  payable  at  the  Bank  of  England,  of  so 
^^^  much  money  as  should  be  equal  to  the  dividends 
on  the  sum  of  20,0002.  of  that  stock :  by  the  same 
deed,  the  Marquis  of  Blandford  constituted  and 
s^pointed  the  Respondent,  his  executors,  adminis- 
ti^tors,  and  assigns,  his  true  and  lawfid  attorney 
and  attomies,  to  ask,  demand,  and  receive  the 
monies  thereby  assigned ;  and  he  also  covenanted 
and  agreed,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and 
administrators,  with  the  Respondent,  his  execu- 
tors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  he  the  Mar- 
quis of  Blandford,  his  heirs,  executors,  administra- 
tors, or  assigns,  would  transfer  into  the  name  of 
the  Respondent,  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  the  sum  of  S0|000/.  navy  five  per  cent  an- 
nuities, at  the  time  thereinbefore  mentioned  and 
appointed  for  the  transfer  of  the  same,  and  would 
in  the  mean  time,  on  the  respective  days  on  which 
the  dividends  on  the  navy  five  per  cent  annuities 
were  payable  to  the  public  at  the  Bank  of  England, 
pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  Respondent  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  so  much 
money  as  should  be  equal  to  the  dividends 
on  20,000/.  of  that  stock.  In  the  month  of 
March,  1819i  the  Respondent  caused  notice  in 
writing  to  be  given  to  Thomas  Coutts  and  James 
Blackstone,  of  the  indenture  of  the  10th  of  No- 
vember, 1814,  and  of  the  Respondent's  claims  and 
title  under  the  same. 

•  The  answer  also  denied  all  knowledge,  informa- 
tion, &c.,  as  to  the  granting  of  the  annuities 
granted  by  the  Marquis  of  Blandford,  to  the 
Plaintiffs,  and  the  agreements,   deeds,   &c.,  the 
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securities  by  which  the  same  were  granted  and      Jf^ 
secured. 

The  cause  being  at  issue,  witnesses  were  exa* 
mined  on  the  part  of  the  Appellants  Thomas  Fos- 
ter and  George  Cleeve,  and  of  William  Walter^ 
but  before  any  further  proceedings  were  had  there- 
in, William  Walter  died,  having  by  his  will  ap- 
pointed the  Appellant  James  Baikie  and  cer- 
tain other  persons  the  executors  thereof.  The 
Appellant  James  Baikie  alone  proved  the  will 
in  the  Prerogative  Court  of  the  Archbishop  of 
Canterbury. 

The  Appellants  thereupon  exhibited  their  bill 
of  revivor  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery 
against  the  above-named  Defendants,  and  the 
suit  and  proceedings  were  revived  by  an  order 
of  the  court  dated  the  12th  of  June,  18S7* 

The  cause  was  heard  before  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  on  the  18th  of  February,  ISSO.  By 
the  decree  of  that  date,  it  was  ordered  and  de- 
creed, that  it  should  be  referred  to  the  Mas- 
ter in  rotation  to  take  an  account  of  what 
was  due  to  the  Appellants  respectively  for  and 
in  respect  of  the  respective  annuities  in  the 
pleadings  mentioned,  granted,  and  secured  by 
the  indentures  bearing  date  the  8th  day  of 
June,  1813,  the  ISth  day  of  June,  1813,  and 
the  14th  day  of  June,  1813;  and  that  it  should 
be  referred  to  the  said  Master  to  take  an  ac- 
count of  the  estates  and  hereditaments  compris- 
ed in  the  said  indentures  of  lease  and  release 
of  the  2l8t  and  22d  days  of  February,  1812, 
and  the  said  14th  day  of  June,  1813 ;  and  of 
the  rents  and  profits  thereof^   and  the  produce 
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l^^*>      ^^  *^^  ^^^^^  thereof,  received  by  the  said  James 
Blackstone,  and  by  Thomas  Coutts  deceased,  in 
the  life  of  the  said  Thomas  Coutts,  or  by  the 
said    James    Blackstone,    since    his    decease,    or 
either  of  them ;   or  by  any  other  person  or  per- 
sons by  their  or  either  of  their  order,  or  for  tieir 
or  either  of  their  use ;  and  that  what,  upon  the 
taking  of  the  said  accounts,  should  appear  to  have 
come   to   the   hands   of   the   said   James   Black- 
stone,    should    be    answered   by   him ;    and  that 
what,  upon  the  taking  the  said  account,    should 
appear  to  have  come   to  the  hands  of  the  said 
Thomas   Coutts,   in   his  lifetime,  should  be   an- 
swerable by  the  said  Defendants  William  Duke 
of  St  Alban's,  and  Harriett  Duchess  of  St  AI- 
ban's,  his  wife.  Sir  Coutts  Trotter,  Edward  Majo- 
ribanks,  and  Sir  Edmund  Antrobus,  the  executors 
of  the  said  Thomas   Coutts,  out  of  the  assets, 
they  by  their  answers  admitting  assets ;  and  that 
it  should  be  referred  to  the  said  Master  to  take 
an  account  of  what  was  due  for  principal  money 
on  the  said  sevwal    respective    charges    and   in- 
cumbrances on  the  estates  and  premises  comprised 
in  the  said  indentures  of  the  21st  and  22d  days  of 
February,    1812,    and   the    14th   day   of    June, 
1813;     distinguishing    what    was   due   on    each 
respective  charge  and  incumbrance,  and  to  com- 
pute  interest  according  to  the   rate  such  charges 
and    incumbrances     bore    interest.        And     on 
taking  such  accounts,  and  in  computing  such  in- 
terest,  his   Honor   did  order  that  the  said  Mas- 
ter should  state  by  whom  and  to  what  time  the 
interest  had  been   paid :    and   the   said   Master 
was  to  inquire  and  state  to   the  Court  the  dates 
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of  the  several  and  respective  charges  and  in-  1885. 
cumbrances^  and  the  sums  for  which  the  same 
were  given,  and  the  particular  premises  com- 
prised therein,  and  their  respective  priorities  with 
regard  to  each  other ;  and  in  case  the  said  Mas- 
ter should  find  that  any  of  such  charges  and 
incumbrances  comprised  any  other  estate  and 
effects  than  the  said  trust  estates,  then  that  the 
said  Master  should  take  an  account  of  the  same 
and  of  the  sums  received  by  such  incumbrancers 
under  the  same ;  and  the  said  Master  was  to  be  at 
liberty  to  state  any  special  circumstances,  as  he 
should  think  fit;  and  it  was  ordered,  that  it 
should  be  referred  to  the  said  Master  to  tax 
all  parties  their  costs  of  the  said  suit,  the  costs  of 
the  said  James  Blackstone,  the  said  William  Duke 
of  St.  Alban's  and  Harriett  Duchess  of  St.  Al- 
ban's  his  wife.  Sir  Coutts  Trotter,  Edward  Ma- 
joribanks,  and  Sir  Edmund  Antrobus,  baronet,  as 
between  solicitor  and  client,  and  his  Honor 
reserved  the  payment  thereof,  and  also  reserved 
the  consideration  of  all  further  directions,  and 
of  subsequent  costs,  until  after  the  Master  should 
have  made  his  report 

James  Blackstone,  and  the  executors  of  Thomas 
Coutts  respectively,  preferred  petitions  of  appeal  to 
the  Lord  Chancellor  against  so  much  of  the  above 
mentioned  decree  as  ordered,  "  that  it  should  be 
'<  referred  to  the  said  Master  to  take  an  account 
<<  of  the  rents  and  profits,  of  the  said  estates  and 
hereditaments,  comprised  in  the  said  indentures 
of  the  21st  and  22d  days  of  February,  1812, 
**  and  the  14th  day  of  June,  1813,  received  by  the 
^'  said  James  Blackstone   and  the  said  Thomas^ 
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1835.       u  Coutts  deceased,  in   the  lifetime   of  the  said 
•«  Thomas'  Coutts,    or  by  the  said  James  Black- 
stone  since  his  decease,  or  either  of  them,  or  bjr 
any  other  person  or  persons  by  their  or  either 
"  of  their  order,   or  for  their  or  either  of  their 
^«  use." 

James  Blackstone  afterwards  died  intestate,  as 
to  the  trust  estates  vested  in  him,  and  the  suit  was 
duly  revived  against  William  Seymour  Black- 
stone,  his  heir  at  law  and  legal  personal  represent- 
ative. 

The  petitions  of  appeal  were  heard  before  the 
Lord  Chancellor  on  the  12th  of  July,  18S1,  when 
it  was  ordered,  that  the  decree,  dated  the  ISth 
of  February,  1830,  should  be  reversed  as  to  the 
directions  appealed  from,  and  instead  thereof  his 
Lordship  ordered  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the 
Master  to  take  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  estates,  and  hereditaments,  comprised  in  the 
indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the  21st  and  22d 
of  February,  1812,  and  the  14th  day  of  June,  1818, 
received  by  James  Blackstone,  or  by  any  other  per- 
son or  persons  by  his  order,  or  for  his  us^  since 
the  filing  of  the  original  bill  in  the  cause ;  and  that 
what  upon  the  said  account,  should  appear  to  have 
come  to  the  hands  of  the  said  James  Blackstone, 
should  be  answered  out  of  his  assets  by  William 
Seymour  Blackstone,  his  executor. 

The  Master  to  whom  the  cause  was  referred 
made  his  general  report  therein,  dated  the  24th  of 
December,  1832,  and  thereby,  after  stating  the  se- 
veral deeds  hereinbefore  stated,  and  statinpr  the 
notice  given  by  the  Respondent  to  James  Black- 
stone and  Thomas  Coutts,  of  the  indenture  of  the 
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10th  of  November,  1814,  and  the    affidavits  in       ^^^5. 
proof  of  the  service  thereof  and  stating  such  other 


matters  as  in  his  report  are  stated ;  he  found  that  *- 
the  estates  comprised  in  the  indenture  of  release  of 
the  22d  of  February,  1812,  consisted  of  several 
manors,  farms,  messuages,  lands,  and  heredi- 
taments in  the  several  counties  of  Berks,  Bucks, 
Wiltshire,  and  Hertfordshire  ;  and  he  found  that 
such  of  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments,  as  were 
situate  in  the  county  of  Berkshire,  and  which  were 
known  by  the  name  of  the  White  Knight's  estate, 
were  recovered  in  an  action  of  formedon  by  Fran- 
cis Cholmeley,  who  claimed  the  same  by  a  title 
prior  and  adverse  to  that  of  George  Duke  of  Maii-. 
borough  deceased,  and  those  claiming  under  him, 
and  that  the  said  Francis  Cholmeley,  was  then  in 
the  possession  thereof,  by  virtue  of  the  judgment  ob- 
tained by  him  in  that  action ;  and  the  Master  also 
found  that  the  lands  and  hereditaments  in  the 
counties  of  Buckinghamshire,  Wiltshire,  and  Hert- 
fordshire, had  been  sold  by  the  trustees  James 
Blackstone  and  Thomas  Coutts,  and  that  the  pro- 
duce of  the  sale  of  such  of  the  estates,  as  were 
situate  in  the  county  of  Buckingham  was  in  part 
received  by  James  Blackstone  and  Thomas  Coutts, 
and  applied  by  them  in  the  lifetime  of  George 
Duke  of  Marlborough  deceased,  in  satisfaction 
and  discharge  of  incumbrances  upon  the  same 
estates,  and  that  the  residue  was  also  received 
by  them,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  and  that  certain 
parts  thereof  had  been  appUed  in  discharge  of  fur- 
ther charges  upon  the  same  estates,  and  that 
other  parts  thereof  were  invested  in  the  purchase 
of  exchequer  bills  to  the  amount  of  6000/1,  and 
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18S5.  that  the  residue  thereof  had  been  expended  in  va- 
rious payments  on  account  of  the  trusts  ;  and  the 
Master  also  found  that  the  produce  of  the  sale  of 
such  of  the  estates  as  were  situate  in  the  county 
of  Wilts,  were  received  subsequently  to  the  death 
of  George  Duke  of  Marlborough  deceased,  by 
James  Blackstone  and  Thomas  Coutts,  and  by 
James  Blackstone,  after  the  death  of  Thomas 
Coutts,  together  with  the  accumulation  thereof; 
and  that  certain  parts  thereof,  were  invested  in 
the  purchase  of  exchequer  bills  to  the  amount  of 
S4,500/.,  and  that  two  several  sums  of  381/.  1 1^.  8(L 
and  1468/.  15s.  5d.  further  parts  thereof^  were 
afterwards  paid  into  the  bank  to  the  credit  of 
the  cause,  and  that  the  residue  thereof  had  been 
expended  in  various  payments  on  account  of  the 
trusts;  and  the  Master  also  found  that  the  pro- 
duce of  the  sale  of  such  of  the  estates  as  were  situate 
in  the  county  of  Herts,  was  in  part  only  received 
by  James  Blackstone  and  Thomas  Coutts,  and 
the  survivor  of  them,  and  was  wholly  applied 
in  payment  of  the  mortgages  and  other  chaiges 
subsisting  upon  the  same  estates;  and  the  Mas- 
ter also  found  that  in  pursuance  of  an  -  order 
made  in  the  above  mentioned  cause,  dated  the 
81st  of  May  1825,  the  aforesaid  sums  of  6000/1 
exchequer  bills,  purchased  with  part  of  the  pro- 
duce of  the  estates  in  the  county  of  Bucks,  and 
the  sum  of  24,500/.  in  exchequer  bills  purchased 
with  part  of  the  produce  of  the  estates  in  the 
county  of  Wilts,  were  deposited  with  the  ac- 
countant-general of  the  High  Court  of  chancery, 
in  trust  in  the  above  mentioned  cause,  and  were 
sold  by  him,  and  that  the  produce  thereof)  t€)ge- 
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ther  with   the  aforesaid   sum   of  381/.   11^.  Sd.^       18S5. 
was  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  bank  three  per  cent. 


annuities,  and  placed  to  the  credit  of  the  above  «'• 
mentioned  cause;  and  the  Master  also  found 
that  in  pursuance  of  another  order  made  in  the 
above  mentioned  cause,  dated  the  14th  of  No- 
vember,  1827,  the  aforesaid  sum  of  1468/.  15^.  5d. 
other  part  of  the  produce  of  the  estates  in  the 
county  of  Wilts,  was  also  paid  into  the  bank  to 
the  credit  of  the  above  mentioned  cause,  and  laid 
out  by  the  accountant-general  in  the  purchase  of 
three  per  cent,  annuities,  and  placed  to  the  credit 
of  the  above  mentioned  cause ;  and  he  found  that 
there  was  then  standing  in  the  name  of  the  ac* 
countant-general,  in  trust  of  the  above  mentioned 
cause,  the  sum  of  47>^08/.  12s.  Id.  bank  three  per 
cent,  annuities,  the  whole  of  which  had  arisen 
from  the  produce  of  the  sale  of  the  estates  in  the 
counties  of  Bucks  and  Wiltshire,  and  from  the 
accumulations  of  interest  on  such  produce ;  and 
the  Master  also  found,  that  there  was  due  to  the 
Appellant  Thomas  Foster,  for  the  arrears  of  the 
annuity  of  447/^  granted  to  him  the  sum  of 
7023/.,  and  that  there  was  due  to  the  Appellant 
George  Cleeve,  for  the  arrears  of  the  annuity  of 
750/.,  granted  to  him  the  sum  of  11,812/.  10^., 
and  that  there  was  due  to  the  Appellant  James 
Baikie,  as  executor  of  William  Walter  deceased, 
for  the  arrears  of  the  annuity  of  77521,  granted  to 
the  same  William  Walter  deceased  the  sum  of 
12,206/.  5s. ;  and  the  Master  further  found  that 
there  was  due  to  the  Respondent  under  the  inden- 
ture of  the  10th  of  November,  1814,  the  sum  of 
17,700/.  3^  per  cent,  bank    annuities,    together 
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with  the  sum  of  2797^  16^«  Sd.  cash,  in  respect 
of  the  dividends  thereof  up  to  the  5th  of  Julj, 
1832;  and  the  Master  further  found  that  the 
Appellants,  in  respect  of  their  three  several  an- 
nuities, were  the  first  incumbrancers  upon  the 
estates  in  the  counties  of  Bucks  and  Wiltshire^ 
and  the  second  incumbrancers  upon  the  estates 
in  Berkshire  and  Hertfordshire,  as  comprised  in 
the  indentures  of  the  21st  and  22d  of  February, 
1812,  and  that  the  Respondent  in  respect  of  the 
indenture  of  the  10th  of  November,  1814,  was 
the  second  incumbrancer  upon  the  said  estates  in 
the  counties  of  Bucks  and  Wilts,  and  the  third  in* 
cumbrancer  upon  the  said  estates  in  the  counties 
of  Berks  and  Herts. 

The  Respondent  filed  an  exception  to  the 
above  report,  and  excepted  thereto  for  that  the 
Master  had  found  and  certified,  that  the  Ap- 
pellants were  the  first  incumbrancers  upon  the 
estate  in  the  counties  of  Bucks  and  Wilts  in  the 
above  report  mentioned ;  and  that  they  were 
the  second  incumbrancers  upon  the  estates  in 
the  counties  of  Berkshire  and  Herts  in  the  above 
report  mentioned  in  respect  of  the  three  several 
annuities  in  the  above  report  mentioned;  and 
that  the  Respondent  was  the  second  incumbran- 
cer upon  the  said  estates  in  the  counties  of  Bucks 
and  Wiltshire,  and  the  third  incumbrancer  upon 
the  said  estates  in  the  counties  of  Berkshire  and 
Hertfordshire,  in  respect  of  the  indenture  of  the 
10th  of  November,  1814:  and  the  Respondent  by 
his  exception  insisted  that  the  Master  ought  to 
have  found,  and  certified  that  the  Respondent  wss, 
in  respect  of  the  indenture  of  the  10th  of  Novem- 
ber, 1814,  the  first  incumbrancer  upon   the  said 
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estates  in  the  counties  of  Buckinghamshire  and  Wilt-       18S5» 
shire,  and  the  second  incumbrancer  upon  the  said 


estates  in  the  counties  of  Berks  and  Herts  ;  and  •• 

that  the  Appellants  were  the  second  incumbrancers 
upon  the  said  estates  in  the  counties  of  Bucksand 
Wilts,  and  the  third  incumbrancers  upon  the  said 
estates  in  the  counties  of  Berks  and  Herts. 

The  exception  having  been  argued  on  the  5th 
of  March,  1833,  was  allowed;  and  upon  further 
directions,  an  order  was  made,  declaring  the  pri- 
ority of  the  Respondent's  security,  and  directing 
accounts  and  payment  accordingly. 

The  appeal  was  from  so  much  of  this  order  as 
directed  that  the  exception  should  be  allowed, 
&c. ;  and  as  declared  that  the  Respondent,  under 
the  indenture  of  the  10th  of  November,  1814,  was 
the  first  incumbrancer  on,  &c.,  in  respect  of  the 
stock  and  dividends  secured  to  him  by  that  inden- 
ture ;  and  as  ordered  that  what  the  Master  should 
certify  to  be  the  value  of  the  sum  of  17,700/.,  3^ 
per  cent  bank  annuities,  reported  due  to  the  Re- 
spondent upon  his  said  security,  according  to  the 
current  price,  &c.,  on  the  day  of  the  report,  &c., 
and  the  amount  due  to  the  Respondent  in  respect 
of  dividends,  &c.,  should  be  paid  to  the  Re- 
spondent out  of  the  monies  to  arise  by  the  sale  of 
the  said  bank  3  per  cent,  annuities,  prior  to  the 
payment  of  the  sums  found  and  reported  due  to 
the  Appellants  for  the  arrears  of  their  three  several 
annuities. 

For  the  Appellants,  Mr.  Treshve  and  Mr.  Tinney. 

The  contending  parties  have  equitable  interests 
only.  The  security  of  the  Appellants  bears  date  in 
June,  1813,  and  that  of  the  Respondent  in  No- 
vember, 1814.     Neither  of  them,  prior  to  their 
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1835.       securities,  made  any  inquiry  of  the  trustees  as  to 
existing  incumbrances,  or  had  any  communication 
«'•  with  them,  but  each  trusted  to  his  security.    There 

was  a  good  reason  for  the  omission,  as,  from  the 
nature  of  the  trust  deeds,  the  trustees  might  have 
sold  the  estates,  and  defeated  the  security,  by  pay- 
ing the  produce  to  the  then  Duke  of  Marlborough. 
After  the  duke's  death,  in  January,  1817>  the  pre- 
sent duke  took  a  permanent  interest  in  the  estates 
and  the  produce  of  them;  and  a  part  of  the  estates 
having  been  sold,  the  Respondent,  in  March,  1819^ 
gave  the  trustees  notice  of  his  security,  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  payment ;  and  in  May,  1823^ 
the  Appellants  gave  the  trustees  notice   of  their" 
security  for  the  same  purpose. 

The  decision  at  the  Rolls,  that  the  Respondent, 
by  means  of  his  notice,  acquired  a  better  equity 
than  the  Appellants  and  a  priority  to  them,  is,  it  is 
apprehended,  perfectly  new,  and  founded  in  no 
principle  of  justice,  which  prescribes  that  equitable 
incumbrances  shall  be  paid  according  to  their  pri-- 
orities,  according  to  the  well  known  rule.  Qui  prior' 
est  tempore  potior  est  Jure.  Equitable  incumbrances 
derive  their  eflect  from  the  payment  of  the  con- 
sideration, which  in  equity  converts  the  trustee 
of  the  legal  estate  or  fund  into  a  trustee  for  the 
incumbrancer.  Notice  of  the  incumbrance  to  the 
trustee  neither  makes  the  equity  better  or  worse  : 
it  merely  apprises  him  that  a  duty  is  cast  upon  him^ 
for  the  benefit  of  the  incumbrancer ;  but  until  tbat:^ 
duty  be  discharged,  it  cannot  justly  interfere  witlm- 
the  prior  rights  of  others. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  has  destroyed  the  equity^ 
of  the  first  incumbrancer,  because  the  second  in^ — • 
cumbrancer,  by  his  notice,  protected  himself  against^ 
a  future  incumbrance,  if  there  ever  should  be  one^ 
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His  Honour  said,  "A  better  equity  is,  where  a       1835. 

"  second  incumbrancer,  without  notice  (meaning 

"  notice  of  a  prior  incumbrance),  takes  a  protec-     ^^^^; 

"  tion  against  a  subsequent  incumbrancer,  which 

"  the  prior  incumbrancer  has  neglected  to  take ; 

"  thus  a  declaration  of  trust  of  an  outstanding  term, 

"  accompanied  by  delivery  of  the  deeds  creating 

"  and  continuing  the  term,  gives  a  better  equity 

"  than  a  mere  declaration  of  trust  to  a  prior  in- 

"  cumbrancer."     His  Honour  here  alluded  to  the 

case  of  Stanhope  v.  Earl  Vemey  •,  which  was  cited 

by  the  Respondent's  counsel. 

The  case  referred  to  involves  a  branch  of  the 
general  doctrine  of  equity,  that  where  there  are 
several  equitable  incumbrancers  on  land,  who  have 
advanced  their  money  and  taken  their  securities 
without  notice  of  any  prior  incumbrance,  any  one 
of  them  may  exclude  the  prior  incumbrancers  by 
getting  in  an  outstanding  legal  estate,  generally 
an  old  term  of  years,  by  means  of  which  he  can 
recover  the  possession  of  the  land  at  law.  In  Brace 
V.  Duchess  of  Marlborough^  2  P.  Wms.  491.  t,  it  is 
laid  down,  «*  If  a  third  mortgagee  buys  in  the  first 
"  mortgage,  though  it  be  pendente  lite  pending  a 

bill  brought  by  the  second  mortgagee  to  redeem 

the  first,  yet  the  third  mortgagee  having  obtained 
*  the  first  mortgage,  and  got  the  law  on  his  side, 

and  equal  equity,  he  shall  thereby  squeeze  out 
"  the  second  mortgage  ;  and  this  the  Lord  Chief 
"  Justice  Hall  called  a  plank  gained  by  the  third 
*«  mortgagee,  or  tabula  in  naufragioJ^*  This 
doctrine  is  perfectly  established  and  familiar; 
and  where   a  subsequent  incumbrancer    has   not 

*  2  Eden.  81.    See  Co.  Lit.  290.  b.,  Mr.  Butler's  Note,  249. 
See  1  Russ.  &  M.  p.  307.  t  Moseley,  50. 
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1835.       actually  obtained  a  conveyance  or  an  assignment 
of  the  outstanding  legal  estate,  he  may,  by  pirti- 
^'  ^^      cular  acts  of  diligence  in  dealing  for  it,  acquire  a 
better  right  to  it  than  the  prior  incumbrancer. 

The  law  on  this  subject  is  explained  by  Lord 
Hardwicke  in  WiUoughby  v.  Willoughby^  1  Term 
Rep.  y^d.,  in  which  he  refers  to  a  case  of  fVUker 
V.  Boddington,  2  Vern.  599.f  determined  by  Lcml 
Cowper,  who  held  that  the  second  incumbrancer 
having  taken  his  conveyance  with  the  privity  of 
the  trustees  of  the  legal  estate,  who  were  made 
parties  to  the  deed,  acquired  a  better  right  to  call 
for  the  legal  estate  than  his  adversary ;  and  the 
conclusion  is,  that  if  a  subsequent  purchaser  or 
mortgagee  has  no  notice  of  a  prior  purchase  <ff 
mortgage,  and  has  the  first  and  best  right  to  call 
for  an  outstanding  term,  a  court  of  equity  will 
not  take  it  from  him ;  but,  in  order  to  have  tbe 
first  and  best  right,  he  must  possess  himself  of  the 
deed  creating  the  term ;  or  make  the  trustee  a 
party  to  the  deed. 

This  doctrine  is  also  explained  and  commented 
upon  by  Lord  Eldon,  in  Maundrell  v.  MaundreU, 
10  Ves.  264.,  who  says,  "  With  regard  to  mort- 
"  gagees  and  incumbrancers,  if  they  do  not  get  in 
"  the  term  in  some  sense,  either  by  taking  an 
**  assignment,  or  making  the  trustee  a  party  to  the 
*«  instrument,  or  taking  possession  of  the  deed 
"  creating  the  term,  that  term  cannot  be  used  to 
"  protect  them,  or  any  person  having  mesne 
"  charges  and  incumbrances.** 

The  review  of  these  cases  leads  to  the  better 
understanding  of  the  application  to  the  present  case 
of  Stanhope  v.  Earl  Vertiey^  which  was  referred  to 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  illustration  of  his 
position  that  a  better  equity  is,  where  a  second 
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incumbrancer  takes  a  protection  against  a  subse-  IS35. 
quent  incumbrancer,  which  the  prior  incumbrancer 
has  neglected  to  take.  In  that  case,  there  being 
an  old  outstanding  term,  Lady  Dysart  took  a  mort- 
gage from  the  owner  of  the  fee  simple.  The  trustees 
of  the  term  were  not  parties  to  the  mortgage,  and 
they  kept  possession  of  all  the  deeds.  The  mort- 
gagor covenanted  to  produce  the  deeds.  There 
was  no  declaration  of  trust,  as  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  seems  to  intimate,  unless  the  covenant  of  the 
mortgagor  to  produce  the  deeds  be  meant  The 
second  mortgage  was  made  to  Isabella  Nash,  who 
had  no  notice  of  Lady  Dysart's  mortgage.  The 
trustees  of  the  term  were  not  parties  to  the  deed, 
but  the  term  was  stated  in  the  deed,  and  the  mort- 
gagor covenanted  that  the  trustees,  Cunningham 
and  Cla3rton,  should  stand  possessed  of  the  term 
in  trust  for  Isabella  Nash ;  and  Clayton,  one  of  the 
trustees,  who  was  an  attorney,  prepared  the  deed, 
and  attested  the  execution  of  it ;  and  Isabella  Nash 
took  the  deeds,  including  the  deeds  creating  and 
continuing  the  terra.  Under  these  circumstances, 
the  second  incumbrancer  was  held  to  have  a  better 
right  to  the  term  than  the  first  incumbrancer,  and 
obtained  a  priority. 

This  determination  was  clearly  founded  on  the 
dealing  of  the  second  incumbrancer  for  the  term  at 
the  time  she  took  the  mortgage,  and  as  part  of  her 
security.  She  had  the  deeds,  and  a  specific  de- 
claration of  the  trust  of  the  term  with  the  privity 
of  one  of  the  trustees ;  she  had  therefore  in  some 
sense  got  in  the  term,  but  the  first  incumbrancer 
had  in  no  respect  dealt  with  the  term,  and  had  in 
no  sense  got  it  in.  The  second  incumbrancer  had 
not  only  taken  an  effectual  protection  against  a 
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1835.       subsequent  incumbrancer,  but   also   an    effectual 

protection  against  all  prior  incumbrancers,  and  had 

*•  thereby  acquired  a  better  richt  to  the  use  of  th^ 

term  by  which  the  estate  could  be  recovered  at 

law ;  she  had  law  and  equity  on  her  side. 

How  is  that  case  an  authority  for  the  decision  o 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  ?   In  the  present  case,  ther^ 
is  no  struggle  for  any  outstanding  estate  :  neither 
party  could  prevent  the  sale  of  the  estates.     Their* 
claims  are  against  a  mere  chose  in  action,  the  pro- 
duce of  the  sale.     Both  the  incumbrancers  dealt^ 
for  the  estate  only  through  the  Marquis  of  Bland- 
ford.    The  securities  were  not  made  with  the  privity" 
or  knowledge  of  the  trustees,  who  had  no  notice 
of  either  of  them  until  upwards  of  four  years  after* 
the  second  security.     The  equities  of  the  parties 
are  perfectly  equal,  and  the  second  incumbrancer* 
has  obtained  no  advantage  of  which  the  first  desires 
to  deprive  him.     The  notice  of  the  Respondent 
was  a  protection    against  a    subsequent    incum- 
brancer,  but  upon  what  authority  or  principle  of 
justice  could  a  protection  against  a  subsequent  in- 
cumbrancer exclude  and  destroy  a  prior  incum^ 
brance  ? 

The  case  of  Stanhope  v.  Earl  Vemey  does  not 
apply  to  the  subject  of  a  chose  in  action  of  which 
there  can  be  no  recovery  at  law.    It  is  also  foundei 
on  a  dealing  at  the  time  of  taking  the  incumbrance, 
with  the  privity  and  knowledge  of  one  of  the  trus- 
tees, for  an  estate,  which  not  only  gave  a  protection- 
againstasubsequent  incumbrancer,  but  excluded  th^ 
prior  incumbrancer  at  law.     Looking  at  the  elabo^ 
rate  comments  of  Lord  Hardwicke  and  Lord  Eldoni- 
on  the  doctrine  of  a  subsequent  incumbrancer  ob- 
taining a  priority  to  a  prior  incumbrancer,  it  is 
impossible  to  suppose  that  either  of     those  gr  ^ 
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judges  had  any  notion  that  a  mere  notice  to  the        18S5. 
trustee  by  a  second  incumbrancer  subsequent  to 
the  time  of  taking    his  security,  could  have  the 
effect  of  ousting  the  prior  incumbrance. 

Where,  indeed,  the  assignor  of  a  debt  or  chose 
in  action  has  become  a  bankrupt,  it  is  held  that 
the  assignment  is  not  valid  against  the  creditors, 
unless  the  trustee  or  party  accountable  for  the  debt 
or  chose  in  action  has  received  notice  of  the  assign- 
ment prior  to  the  bankruptcy ;  but  this  is  intro- 
duced by  statute  21  Jac.  1.  c.  19.  sect  11.,  followed 
by  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  72.,  which  authorise  the 
commissioners  to  sell  and  dispose  of  all  goods  and 
chattels  which  the  bankrupt,  by  the  consent  and 
permission  of  the  owner,  should  have  in  his  <*  pos- 
"  session,  order,  and  disposition,  whereof  he  was 
"  reputed  owner." 

This  construction  of  the  statute  is  founded  on 
the  case  oi  Ryall  v.  Rolle,  1  Atk.  165.,  1  Ves.  348., 
in  which  one  of  two  partners  in  a  brewery  having 
made  several  mortgages  of  his  share  in  the  house, 
brewhouse,  stock  in  trade,  utensils,  debts,  and 
future  profits,  and  afterwards  become  bankrupt, 
several  questions  arose  as  to  the  validity  and 
priority  of  the  mortgages,  for  the  determination  of 
which  Lord  Hardwicke  called  to  his  assistance 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Lee,  Lord  Chief  Baron  Parker, 
and  Mr.  Justice  Burnett. 

Mr.  Justice  Burnett  has  left  a  report*  of  his 
opinion  delivered  on  that  occasion,  in  his  collec- 
tion of  manuscript  cases,  in  Lincoln's  Inn  library, 
(lib.  11.  fol.  315.,)  which  is  a  much  more  accurate 
report  than  is  contained  in  Atkins  or  Vesey. 

From  this  report  it  appears,  that  the  debts  as- 

•  A  copy  from  the  MS.  is  printed  at  the  end  of  this  case. 
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1SS5.  signed  were  not  specified  sums,  which  were  to  be 
collected  and  received  by  the  first  or  subsequent 
mortgagees,  but  were  the  debts  accrued  and  to 
accrue  in  the  business,  and  which  the  mcnrt- 
gagor  and  his  partner  were  allowed  to  recdve  and 
apply  in  carrying  on  the  business.  The  words  of 
the  deeds  were,  ^<  stock  in  trade,  utensils,  debts, 
<*  and  future  profits/'  Mr.  Justice  Burnett  (as 
appears  very  distinctly  from  his  own  report)  and 
the  Chief  Justice  were  of  opinion,  that  as  the  debts 
and  profits  arose  from  the  stock  in  trade,  they 
ought  to  follow  the  nature  of  the  goods  and  chat- 
tels out  of  which  they  arose.  Lord  Hardwicke 
said,  that  equity  ought  to  follow  the  law.  The 
Chief  Baron  took  a  wider  range,  and  was  of  opi- 
nion that  notice  to  the  debtors  was  necessary,  to 
take  away  from  the  bankrupt  the  power  and  dis- 
position of  the  debts,  according  to  the  statute. 

This  opinion  of  the  Chief  Baron  has  since  been 
followed  in  all  cases  of  debts  and  choses  in  action 
assigned  by  a  bankrupt,  where  notice  of  the  assign- 
ment has  not  been  given  to  the  debtor  or  trustee 
prior  to  the  bankruptcy;  the  necessity  of  notice 
is  the  creature  of  the  bankrupt  law,  and  it  required 
an  act  of  parliament  to  create  it 

But  this  is  confined  strictly  to  goods  and  chat- 
tels. In  Jones  v.  Gibbons^  9  Ves.  407.,  a  trader 
had  made  an  assignment  of  a  debt  secured  by 
mortgage  of  a  West  India  estate,  and  by  the  bond 
of  the  mortgagor,  and  having  become  bankrupt, 
his  assignees  filed  a  bill  against  the  assignee  of  the 
debt,  to  set  aside  the  assignment,  insisting  on  its 
invalidity  for  want  of  notice  to  the  mortgagor,  on 
the  authority  of  Ri/all  v.  Rolk.  But  Sir  William 
Grant  held  that  the  debt  being  secured  by  mort- 
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gage,  the  want  of  notice  could  not  aflfect  the  vap       1835. 
lidity  of  the  assignment. 

That  case  resembles  the  present.  If  the  estates 
in  question  had  never  been  sold  by  the  trustees, 
but  had  been  conveyed  by  them  to  the  present 
Duke  of  Marlborough,  both  Appellants  and  Re^ 
spondent  would  have  had  a  real  security  only  for 
their  debts,  which  the  want  of  notice  would  not 
affect,  even  in  bankruptcy ;  and  as  that  was  a  se- 
curity for  which  the  Appellants  specifically  con- 
tracted, there  would  be  ground  for  contending, 
even  in  bankruptcy,  that  it  would  not  have  been 
defeated  for  want  of  notice  to  the  trustees,  by  the 
mere  conversion  of  the  land  into  money ;  but 
however  that  may  be,  and  viewing  the  security  as 
a  mere  assignment  of  a  chose  in  action^  there  is  no 
decision  or  dictum  that  a  subsequent  assignee  can 
displace  a  prior  assignee  by  mere  notice  of  the 
assignment  to  the  trustee. 

If  this  determination  at  the  Rolls  is  to  prevail,  it 
must  extend  to  equitable  interests  in  land  as  well 
as  to  mere  chases  in  action.  In  the  case  of  equit- 
able interests  in  land,  the  rule  that  the  priorities 
are  determined  by  the  dates  of  the  securities,  has 
been  considered  so  firmly  established,  that  the 
Court  has  refused  to  allow  it  to  be  broken  in  upon 
in  cases  where  the  subsequent  incumbrancer  has 
actually  suffered  by  the  concealment  of  the  prior 
incumbrance,  where  such  concealment  was  not  in- 
tended to  be  fraudulent  Thus,  in  Beckett  v.  Cord- 
ley^  1  Bro.  353.,  a  trust  was  created  by  father  and 
son,  for  sale  of  a  real  estate,  out  of  the  produce  of 
which  3000/.  was  to  be  paid  to  the  three  younger 
children.  The  son  bought  the  estate,  and  made  a 
mortgage  of  it,  in  which  the  three  younger  children 
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1835.  joined,  and  released  the  3000/.  in  consideration  of 
SO  much  of  the  mortgage  money,  therein  expressed 
to  be  paid  to  them  by  the  mortgagee ;  but  the 
object  being  merely  to  give  the  mortgagor  a  priority 
to  the  3000/.,  the  son  at  the  same  time  signed  and 
gave  to  the  children  an  agreement  in  writing,  ac- 
knowledging that  the  3000^1  was  not  paid,  and 
agreeing  to  secure  it  by  mortgage  on  the  estate. 
He  afterwards  made  a  mortgage  of  the  estate  to 
the  Plainti£^  who  had  no  notice  of  the  agreement 
made  with  the  children ;  and  the  estate  being  insuf- 
ficient for  the  payment  of  all  the  incumbrances,  the 
Plaintiff*  claimed  priority  to  the  children,  insistiog 
that  as  he  was  misled  by  their  release,  they  ought 
to  be  bound  by  it  as  against  him.  But  Lord  Thur- 
low  held  that  there  being  no  fraud,  the  priority  of 
the  children  must  prevail.  He  said,  <<  As  being 
^<  prior  in  time,  it  must  be  prior  in  equity.  The 
<^  mortgagee  had  the  security  he  trusted  to ;  be 
^^  knew  he  had  not  the  legal  estate ;  he  trusted  to 
"  the  honour  of  the  borrower."  The  case  was 
much  discussed,  and  was  the  subject  of  a  rehear- 
ing, in  which  Lord  Thurlow  adhered  to  his  opinion. 
It  is  of  great  authority,  having  been  repeatedly 
referred  to  with  approbation  by  Lord  Eldon,  who 
was  counsel  for  the  Plaintiff,  particularly  in  -Ex 
parte  Cccwthome^  1  Glyn  &  Jam.  243.,  Evans  v. 
Bucknell,  6  Ves.  192.,  Martinez  v.  Cooper,  2  Russ. 
214. 

This  doctrine  was  applied  by  Lord  Thurlow  to 
a  chose  in  action,  in  Dawes  v.  Austen^  1  Ves.  249. 
He  said,  **  A  purchaser  of  a  chose  in  action  must 
"  always  abide  by  the  case  of  the  person  from  whom 
**  he  buys.    That  I  take  to  be  a  universal  rule." 

Here  may  be  noticed  the  doctrine  of  the  Court, 
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that  a  first  mortgagee  does  not  lose  his  priority  by        1835. 
permitting  the  mortgagor  to  have  the  title  deeds, 

where  no  fraud  is  intended,  although  it  enables  the     ;^- 

mortgagor  to  commit  a  fraud  on  a  third  person. 
That  appears  from  the  case  of  Evans  v.  Bucknell, 
6  Ves.  174.,  in  which  Lord  Eldon  referred  to  and 
repudiated  the  doctrine,  as  laid  down  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice  BuUer,  in  Goodtitle  v.  Morgan^  1  Term  Rep. 
755.,  who  said,  "  It  is  an  established  rule  in  a 
court  of  equity,  that  a  second  mortgagee  who 
has  the  title  deeds,  without  notice  of  any  prior 
incumbrance,  shall  be  preferred ;  because,  if  a 
"  mortgagee  lends  money  upon  mortgage  without 
**  taking  the  title  deeds,  he  enables  the  mortgagor 
"  to  commit  a  fraud/*  On  this.  Lord  Eldon  ob- 
served, "  1  do  not  wonder  that  Mr.  Justice  BuUer 
"  stated  the  doctrine  as  he  did,  for  in  Ryall  v. 
"  RoUe  it  is  so  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Burnett,  with- 
out  observation  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  or  the 
other  learned  persons  by  whom  his  Lordship  was 
assisted,  as  being  contrary  to  the  law  of  this 
*«  Court" 

It  is  due,  however,  to  the  memory  of  Mr.  Justice 
Burnett  to  say,  that  on  referring  to  the  manuscript 
report  left  by  himself  of  his  opinion  delivered  in 
that  case,  it  will  be  found  that  he  did  not  use  the 
expressions  attributed  to  him  in  1  Ves.  360.  His 
own  language  was,  "  If  these  (the  deeds),  there- 
"  fore,  are  permitted  to  remain  in  his  (the  mort- 
"  gagor^s)  hands,  which  ought  to  have  been  in  the 
**  mortgagee's  custody,  as  the  means  of  reducing 
"  the  land  into  his  own  possession,  the  mortgagee 
"  has  neglected  what  was  necessary  for  his  own  se- 
curity, and  furnished  the  mortgagor  with  the 
means  of  deceiving  the  most  cautious  creditor  as 
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18S5.  «*  owner  of  the  land.  This,  therefore*  ia  the  case 
'<  of  Stone  v.  Grvhham^  i%  considered  as  a  badge  of 
<^  fraud ;  and  Lord  Talbot  says,  the  first  mori^^agee 
^<  has  contributed  to  draw  in  the  second^  in  the 
♦*  case  of  Head  v.  Egerton,  3  P.  Wms*  280.*' 

Mr»  Justice  Burnett  had  previously  said^  accord- 
iag  to  the  report  in  Yesey,  that  if  the  title  dieeds 
were  not  left  to  deceive  creditors,  but  upon  rt ason- 
able  and  honest  purposes,  the  leaving  of  them 
oould  not  be  considered  a  badge  of  fraud ;  and  the 
caae  referred  to  oiHead  v.  Egerton  did  not  involve 
any  question  of  postponing  the  first  mortgagees  but 
determined  that  where  the  first  mortgagee  had  lefl 
the  title  deeds  in  the  hands  of  the  mortgagors  he 
could  not  recover  them  from  the  second  mwtgagee, 
who  had  taken  his  mortgage  and  the  deeds  without 
notice  of  the  first  mortgage. 

A  case   was  determined  upon  the  principle  of 
Becket  V.  Cordley  by  Chief  Baron  Richards,  iPrerr  v. 
Moore^  8  Price,  475.   The  equitable  owner  of  a  pre- 
bendal  lease  (the  legal  estate  being  in  a  traatee) 
made  a  mortgage  of  it  to  A.  Frere,  in  which  the 
trustee  covenanted  to  stand  possessed  in  trust  for 
Frere,  for  securing  the  mortgage  money.    He  then 
made  a  second  mortgage  to  Hudson  and  Faliowas, 
subject  to  the  mortgage  to  Frere  and  afterwards  a 
third  mortgage  to   the  Plaintiff,  the  executor  of^ 
A.  Frere,  who  had  no  notice  of  the  morlgage  to 
Hudson  and  Fallowes.     In  a  question  of  priorities, 
it  was  insisted  by  the  Plaintifi^   that  as  Hudson 
and  Fallowes  had  notice  of  Frere's  mortgage,  they 
ought  to  have  given  notice  to  him  of  their  secur- 
ity to  prevent  his  being  left  to  suppose  that    no 
incumbrance,  except  his  own,  existed,    and   that 
as  that  omission  had  drawn  in  the  PlaintLS^  they 
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ought  to  be  postponed;    but  the   Chief  Baron       ^^^^\ 
said,  they  were  not  bound  to  give  such  notice^ 
and  that  the  incumbrancers  must  be  paid  accord* 
ing  to  their  priorities  in  date. 

In  the  argument  of  the  present  case  at  the 
Rolls,  the  Respondent's  counsel  cited  two  cases 
recently  determined  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  Mas* 
ter  of  the  Rolls,  and  by  Lord  Chancellor  Lynd- 
hurst  upon  appeaL  Dearie  v.  HaU,  3  Russ.  1.;  and 
Loveridge  v.  Cooper^  3  Russ.  30.  In  the  former 
case,  a  person  who  was  entitled  for  life  to  the 
interest  of  a  sum  of  money  which  was  laid  out 
in  real  security  in  the  names  of  trustees,  granted 
two  annuities  for  his  life,  out  of  the  interest  to  the 
Plaintiffi,  and  afterwards  sold  his  life  interest  to 
the  Defendants,  who  had  no  notice  of  the  annui- 
ties. In  the  latter  case,  a  legatee  of  a  reversionary 
sum  of  stock,  expectant  on  the  decease  of  the 
testator's  widow  and  standing  in  the  names  of 
trustees,  granted  an  annuity  for  his  life  to  a  per^ 
son  under  whom  the  Plaintiff  claimed,  and  as- 
signed a  portion  of  the  reversionary  stock  ibr 
securing  it;  and  shortly  afterwards  he  sold  and 
assigned  the  whole  'reversionary  stock  to  a  pur<- 
chaser,  who  had  no  notice  of  the  prior  assign^ 
ment.  On  the  death  of  the  widow  the  Plaintiff 
filed  his  bill.  But  in  both  these  cases^  the  pur- 
chaser's solicitor  prior  to  the  purchase,  took  the 
precaution  of  applying  to  one  of  the  trustees  of  the 
fund,  and  being  informed  that  the  trustee  knew  of 
no  incumbrance,  completed  his  purchase.  Under 
these  circumstances.  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  was  of 
opinion,  that  the  first  incumbrancer,  having  by  his 
omission  to  give  notice  of  his  incumbrance  to  the 
trustee,  enabled  the  assignor  to  commit  a  frauds 
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1885.  could  not  come  into  a  court  of  equity  to  avail  him- 
self of  his  priority  in  point  of  time,  in  order  to  de- 
^;^^^  feat  the  right  of  the  Defendant,  who  had  taken  all 
proper  precaution  against  a  prior  incumbrance,  and 
he  dismissed  the  bills  ;  and  Lord  Lyndhurst,  upon 
appeal,  in  both  cases,  in  which  judgment  was  given 
at  the  same  time  affirmed  the  decrees. 

It  had  singularly  happened,  that  Sir  Thomas 
Humer,  in  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Fynmorej 
8  Russ.  60.,  about  ten  years  earlier,  had  enter- 
tained a  different  opinion,  and  had  established  the 
priority  of  the  first  incumbrancer,  on  the  ground 
that  mere  neglect  of  notice  was  not  sufficient  to 
postpone  him,  and  that  to  deprive  him  of  his  pri- 
ority, it  was  necessary  that  there  should  be  such 
laches,  as  in  a  court  of  equity  amounted  to  fraud. 
But  this  case  had  not  been  reported,  and  was  not 
referred  to  in  Dearie  v.  HaU  and  Loveridge  v. 
Cooper^  either  at  the  Rolls,  or  before  the  Lord 
Chancellor. 

In  those  two  cases,  a  case  before  Lord  Eldon  not 
then  reported,  Wright  v.LordDorchesteryWas  cited, 
in  which  Mr.  Stuart  having  a  life  interest  in  stock 
standing  in  the  names  of  trustees,  assigned  it  to  the 
Plaintiff  for  securing  two  annuities,  and  afterwards 
sold  and  assigned  his  life  interest  to  Brown,  one  of 
the  Defend(ants,  who  had  no  notice  of  the  prior 
assignment,  and  who  previously  to  his  purchase,  was 
informed  by  the  trustees,  on  inquiry,  that  they 
knew  of  no  incumbrance.  The  purchaser,  on  com- 
pleting his  purchase,  obtained  from  the  trustees  a 
power  of  attorney  to  receive  the  dividends,  under 
which  he  received  them  for  about  six  years,  when 
the  first  incumbrancer  filed  his  bill,  and  obtained 
an  injunction  to  restrain  the  bank  from  paying  the 
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dividends;  but  on  the  facts  above  mentioned,  ap-  1835. 
pearing  in  Brown's  answer,  Lord  Eldon  dissolved 
the  injunction.  There  is  no  report  of  the  argument 
or  judgment  in  that  case,  but  it  will  be  observed, 
that  the  power  of  attorney  to  receive  the  dividends, 
which  Brown  took  as  part  of  his  security,  was  an 
actual  dealing  with  the  trustees  for  the  legal  inte- 
rest which  brought  the  case  within  the  principle  of 
Stanhope  v.  Earl  Vemey ;  and  there  can  be  little 
doubt  that  Lord  Eldon  had  in  his  mind  a  similar 
case,  Cator  v.  Lord  Pembroke^  1  Bro.  C.C.  301.,  be- 
fore the  Lords  Commissioners,  and  affirmed  by  Lord 
Thurlow,  2  Brown,  C.C.  282.  In  that  case  Lord  Bo- 
lingbroke,  under  a  settlement,  was  tenant  for  life  of 
a  freehold  estate,  with  power  to  revoke  the  uses  and 
limit  the  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  sell  with 
his  consent,  and  the  trustees  were  to  lay  out  the 
purchase  money  upon  the  trusts  of  the  settlement. 
He  granted  an  annuity  to  Mrs.  Hare,  secured  by  a 
demise  for  a  term  of  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live, 
and  afterwards  revoked  the  uses  of  the  settlement, 
and  limited  the  estate  to  the  trustees,  who  sold  the 
estate,  with  his  consent,  to  the  Plaintiff.  The 
trustees  received  the  purchase  money,  and  invested 
it  in  South  Sea  annuities.  Lord  Bolingbroke  then 
sold  his  life  interest  in  the  South  Sea  annuities,  to 
Boldero,  who  had  no  notice  of  the  annuity,  and 
Boldero,  at  the  time  of  his  purchase,  took  from  the 
trustees,  a  power  of  attorney  to  receive  the  divi- 
dends. Mrs.  Hare  evicted  Cator  by  ejectment, 
the  sale  being  held  invalid  against  her  at  law,  on 
which  Cator  filed  his  bill  for  a  transfer  of  the  South 
Sea  annuities ;  but  his  bill  was  dismissed,  the 
power  of  attorney  being  deemed  equivalent  to  a 
declaration  of  trust  by  the  trustees. 
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isss.  The  cases,  therefore,  prior  to  Dearie  v.  Hall^  and 

Loveridge  v.  Cooper j  determined  that  a  party  vho 
•il«T      ^^^^  *  conveyance  or  assignment  of  an  equitable 
interest  in  land,  or  personally  for  valuable  consider* 
ation,  without  notice  of  a  prior  incumbrance,  and 
with  an  actual  dealing  with  the  trustee  of  the 
legal  estate,  or  the  fund,  by  making  him  a  party 
to  the  deed,  or  to  the  transaction,  obtained  a  better 
right  to  call  for  the  legal  estate,  or  the  fund^  than 
a  prior  incumbrancer  who  took  his  conveyance  or 
assignment  withoutany  such  dealing  with  thetrustee. 
It  was  deemed  in  some  sense  a  getting  in  of  the  legal 
estate  or  fund,  and  where  there  was  no  such  deal- 
ing for  the  legal  estate  or  the  fund  with  the  trustee, 
a  first  incumbrancer,  was  not  postponed  to  a  second 
incumbrancer,  merely  by  omitting  to  give  notice 
of  his  incumbrance,  although  such  omission  might 
have  caused  the  loss  sustained  by  the  subsequent 
incumbrancer,  because  the  second  incumbrancer, 
taking  only  an  equitable  interest,  knew  that  he 
necessarily  took  it  subject  to  all  existing  equities. 

But  Dearie  v.  Hall  and  Loveridge  v.  Cooper  are 
not  authorities  to  warrant  the  decision  in  the  present 
case,  because  the  subsequent  incumbrances  in  those 
cases  made  inquiries  of  the  trustees  before  they  com- 
pleted their  purchase  and  gave  notice,  the  Respmid- 
ent  merely  dealt  for  such  security  as  the  Marquis 
of  Blandford  was  able  to  make.  The  Respondent 
knew  the  very  special  nature  of  the  trusts  reposed 
in  the  trustees :  he  made  no  attempt  to  deal  with 
them,  as  he  knew  it  was  inconsistent  with  their 
trust,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  Duke  of  Marlborough, 
to  assist  in  any  security  in  which  they  did  not  re- 
ceive the  purchase  money.  He  took  his  chance  of 
the  value  of  the  security  obtained  from  the  mar- 
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quis.  His  notice  to  the  trustees  four  years  after-  ISS5. 
wards  bound  them  to  nothing,  but  to  discharge  his 
incumbrance  according  to  its  priority,  precisely  as 
if  his  notice  had  been  so  expressed.  He  merely 
stands  in  the  place  of  the  marquis.  He  has  no- 
thing to  complain  of  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant. 
Why,  then,  should  he  be  allowed  to  destroy  the 
Appellant's  security  ? 

In  the  case  of  several  incumbrances  without  no- 
tice, the  language  of  the  courts  has  always  been, 
that  he  who  could  first  get  in  an  outstanding  legal 
estate  would  obtain  priority;  but  if  the  present 
decree  be  affirmed,  that  language  must  undergo 
alteration.  It  will  not  be  necessary  to  get  in  the 
legal  estate ;  it  will  be  sufficient  to  give  notice  of 
the  subsequent  incumbrance  to  the  trustee  of  the 
legal  estate — notice,  and  not  getting  in  the  estate, 
will  be  the  tabula  in  naufragio.  If  that  be  the  law, 
it  is  surprising  that  so  much  should  have  been  said 
in  the  numerous  cases  on  this  subject,  about  the 
necessity  of  getting  in  the  outstanding  estate,  and 
particularly  by  Lord  Eldon,  who  speaks  of  getting 
in  the  term,  in  some  sense,  by  making  the  trustee 
a  party  to  the  deed. 

It  is  surely  unwise  to  make  arbitrary  rules  in  the 
transfer  of  property,  where  they  are  not  calculated 
to  prevent  fraud,  and  may  occasion  much  incon- 
venience, and  lead  to  much  litigation.  Questions 
of  embarrassment  and  difficulty  will  probably  arise 
out  of  this  new  doctrine  :  a  trustee  may  accident- 
ally hear  of  an  incumbrance  from  a  stranger,  with 
more  or  less  looseness  of  information.  Is  that  to 
give  a  priority  ? 

Trustees  of  the  legal  estate  in  land,  as  well  as  of 
a  trust  fund  in  personalty,  may  be  in  various  places. 

VOL.  IX.  c  c 
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1835.       One  may  be  discovered  by  one  incumbrancer,  and 
another  by  another:  one  incumbrancer  may  give 

»• notice  to  one  of  several  trustees,  and  another  to  all 

the  other  trustees  ;  some  of  the  trustees  may  have 
never  acted,  nor  intended  to  act.  The  legal  estate 
in  land  may  descend  to  an  infant,  or  to  copar- 
ceners, or  coheirs  in  gavelkind :  one  coheir  may 
be  adult,  another  may  be  just  bom.  Is  notice  to 
an  infant,  perhaps  at  school,  perhaps  in  a  nurse's 
arms,  to  be  held  a  getting  in  the  legal  estate — to 
be  the  tabula  in  naujragio  ?  The  legal  estate  in 
the  present  case  might  have  descended  to  a  child, 
or  several  children.  If  the  doctrine  be  confined 
to  prior  decisions  by  M^hich  the  making  of  the 

trustee  a  party  to  the  deed,  or  to  the  transaction, 
is  held  to  be   a  getting  in   of  the  estate,  it  is 
sound  and .  intelUgible ;  but  if  it  is  to  be  extended 
to  cases  of  mere  notice,  it  is  not  easy  to  say  to 
what  inconveniences,   litigation,   perplexity,   and 
expense  it  may  lead. 
For  the  Respondents, 
Mr.  P ember  ton  and  Mr.  Cocker  ell. 
Preliminary  objection.  —  This  decree    has  not 
been  enrolled  and  cannot  be  so  until  it  has  been 
signed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor*,  the  cause  may 
be  reheard  if  the  decree  is  not  enrolled.     In  Bar^ 
ton  V.  Batemanff  in  this  House,  it  was  held  that 
the  decree  not  having  been  signed  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  the  appeal  was  irregular,  and  it  was 
dismissed  accordingly.      Even   in    the   Court  of 
Chancery  an  appeal  will  not  lie  from  the  Rolls  un- 
less the  decree  has  been  signed  and  enrolled,  and 
for  the  same  reason  :  Coningham  v.  Coningham.t 
Upon  this  point  it  was  moved  by  the  House  that 

•  3  Geo.  2.  c  30.        f  2  B.  P.  C.        %  \  Arab.  91. 


ON    APPEALS    AND    WRITS    OF   ERROR.  373 

the  decree  should  be  enrolled  before  pronouncing       1885. 
judgment,  and  the  hearing  of  the  cause  proceeded. 

For  the  Respondents :  — 

There  are  two  points :    1st,  The  form  of  the  se- 
curity.    2d,    The  notice   given  to  the  trustees. 
Under  the  deeds  of  February  and  August,  1812, 
the  Marquis  of  Blandford  had  only  an  interest  in 
the  surplus  of  the  purchase  money  upon  the  sale. 
All  parties  contemplated  an  entire  conversion  of 
the  land  into  money,  and  the  application  of  that 
money  in  the  execution  of  the  trusts.     The  mar- 
quis  had  no  interest  in  the  land,  or,  if  any,  it  was 
the  mere  possibility  of  the  reversion,  if  the  trustees 
should  not  sell.     Having  such  equitable  interest, 
the  marquis  grants  a  term  to  the  Appellants,  with 
a  power  of  distress.     This  conferred  no  rights  at 
law.     But  if  the  estates  were  unsold,  they  might 
have  had  remedy  in  equity.     On  the  other  hand, 
the  Respondent's  security  was  an  assignment  of 
the  monies,  the  produce  of  the  sale,  and  a  power 
of  attorney  to  sue  the  trustees.     It  is  said  that  a 
court  of  equity  disregarding  power,  and  looking 
to  substance,  would  make  the  Appellants'  security 
available,  as  against  the  grantor.     That  might  be 
so;  but  as  against  the  trustees  that  equity  is  doubt- 
ful, and  as  against  an  assignee  having  a  direct  right 
against  the  trustees,  still  more  doubtful.     On  the 
second  point  it  is  argued  against  the  Respondent, 
because  he  made  no  inquiry  before  he  advanced  his 
money  and  took  his  security,  and  that  he  delayed 
his  notice  five   years.     But    inquiry  would  have 
been  useless ;  the  trustees  had  no  information  to 
give,  since  the  Appellant  had  neglected  his  duty 
in  giving  notice.     Inquiry  would  only  have  mis- 
led the  Respondent  into  a  bill  if  that  no  charge  had 
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1835.  been  exacted.  Inquiry  and  notice  could  have  had 
no  other  effect  than  to  charge  the  trustees  if  they 
parted  with  the  property.  The  effect  of  notice  is 
to  make  the  trustees  hold  in  trust  for  the  party  giv- 
ing the  notice.  It  gives  him  equitable  possession 
of  the  trust  or  charge  in  action.  The  property 
was  not  fully  sold  until  1819;  then  the  surplus  was 
realised  and  the  notice  became  material.  The 
rule  adopted  by  the  decree  accords  with  the  prac- 
tice of  conveyancing,  and  the  convenience  of 
the  public  making  such  property  marketable,  and 
the  purchaser  secure. 

June  22.  The  case  of  Hulton  v.  Sands  *  in  the  Exchequer 
1832,  is  a  decisive  authority  for  the  Respondents  in 
this  case. 

In  Reply.  The  decision  in  Hulton  v.  Sands, 
like  those  in  Dearie  v.  Hall,  and  Loveridge  v. 
Cooper,  is  an  innovation  upon  or  at  least  an  ex- 
tension of  the  ancient  doctrines  of  the  court.  But 
in  all  those  cases  inquiry  was  made  of  the  trustees, 
by  the  subsequent  incumbrancer  before  he  paid  his 
money  and  took  the  security,  and  notice  was  given 
immediately  upon  the  transaction. 

In  the  Report  of  Hulton  v.  Sands,  in  Young, 
it  is  merely  stated  that  notice  in  writing  of  the 
grant  of  annuity  of  10th  May,  1828,  to  Plain- 
tiff  Kennedy,  was  duly  served  upon  the  trustees ; 
and  that  notice  of  the  assignment  from  the  Plain- 
tiff Kennedy  to  Defendant  Hulton,  was  served 
on  the  trustees.  But  it  was  proved  by  the  De- 
fendant Flather,  one  of  the  trustees,  that  between 
the  12th  and  20th  of  September  1827  the  Plain- 
tiff Kennedy  inquired  of  him  if  there  were  any 
charge  or  incumbrance   on   the  trust  funds,  and 
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a  day  or  two  afterwards  repeated  his  inquiry ;  1885. 
and  that  on  the  2d  of  June  1828,  he  (Fla- 
ther)  received  notice  of  the  PlaintifPs  annuity 
deed.  He  also  proved  that  in  the  first  week 
of  October  1828  the  Plaintiff  Hulton  inquired  of 
him,  whether  the  annuity  of  62/.  8^.  was  the  first 
incumbrance,  and  that  on  the  4th  of  November 
1828,  he  (Flather)  received  notice  from  the  Plain- 
tiff Hulton  of  the  assignment. 

The  Plaintiff's  case  therefore  was  directly  brought 
within  the  decisions  of  Dearie  v.  Hall  and  Love- 
ridge  v.  Cooper. 

Lord  Lyndhurst.  —  I  move  your  Lordships  for 
judgment  in  the  case  of  Foster  against  Cockerell, 
which  was  argued  some  time  since  at  your  Lord- 
ships* bar,  and  your  Lordships  at  that  time  had 
pretty  well  made  up  your  minds  upon  the  subject, 
but  it  turned  out  that  the  decree  was  not  enrolled  j 
the  parties  have  since  enrolled  the  decree,  and 
therefore  the  cause  is  now  in  such  a  situation,  that 
your  Lordships  may  proceed  to  give  judgment 
upon  it  This  was  a  question  of  priority  between 
two  equitable  incumbrancers, — a  question  whether 
the  subsequent  incumbrancer  of  the  equity,  having 
given  notice  to  the  trustees  of  the  fund,  was  enti- 
tled to  priority  over  the  former  incumbrancer. 
Now,  that  question  has  been  settled  after  much  de- 
liberate discussion,  in  the  cases  of  Dearie  v.  Hall, 
and  Loveridge  v.  Cooper.  Those  two  cases  were 
argued  before  Sir  Tiiomas  Plomer  as  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  with  great  learning,  and  attention  to  the 
subject.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  consider- 
ing the  question,  pronounced  a  very  elaborate 
judgment,  deciding  that  in  cases  of  this  descrip- 
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18S5.  tion,  the  party  who  gave  notice  to  the  trastees  was 
entitled  to  the  priority ;  and  without  adverting  to 
the  particular  facts  of  those  cases,  the  principle 
upon  which  the  decisions  were  founded  was  this, 
that  if  a  contrary  doctrine  were  to  prevail  it,  it 
would  enable  a  cestui  que  trust  to  commit  a  fraud ; 
he  might  assign  his  interest  first  to  one  and  then 
to  a  second  incumbrancer,  and  that  second  incum- 
brancer would  have  no  opportunity  by  any  com- 
munication with  the  trustees,  of  ascertaining 
whether  or  not  there  had  been  a  prior  assignment 
of  the  interest.  There  was  also  another  principle 
upon  which  he  decided  that  case,  which  was  this, 
that  a  party  till  he  gives  notice  to  the  trustee,  has 
not  done  every  thing  necessary  to  complete  his 
title.  In  such  cases,  it  is  necessary  for  the  parties 
to  do  every  thing  in  their  power.  Further  than 
that  he  assigns  as  an  additional  reason,  that  until 
notice  was  given  to  the  trustees,  they  did  not  in 
fact  become  trustees  for  the  assignee.  It  was 
upon  these  distinct  grounds  that  he  laid  down  as 
a  general  rule,  that  in  case  of  an  equitable  assign- 
ment, the  party  giving  notice  to  the  trustees, 
although  he  was  the  second  incumbrancer,  was 
entitled  to  priority,  if  the  former  incumbrancer  had 
given  no  such  notice.  These  cases  afterwards 
came  before  me  when  I  had  the  honour  of  pre- 
siding in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  they  were 
again  argued  before  me  with  great  ability  and 
learning.  I  took  time  to  consider  the  judgment 
on  those  occasions,  and  I  was  satisfied  after  deli- 
berate consideration,  that  the  judgment  pronounced 
in  each  of  those  cases  was  correct,  and  that  it  was 
my  duty  to  affirm  those  judgments. 

Now,  the  principle  of  those  authorities  applies 
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directly  to  the  present  case.    There  are  two  incum-       18SS. 
brancers  of  an  equitable  interest :    the  latter  gave 

notice  to  the  trustees,  the  former  neglected  to  do     »• 

so.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  Sir  John  Leach, 
when  this  case  came  before  him,  was  of  opinion,  in 
conformity  with  the  decisions  already  pronounced, 
that  the  notice  gave  to  the  second  incumbrancer  a 
prior  right;  and  under  these  circumstances,  I  think 
the  decision  so  pronounced  upon  these  principles 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  was  a  correct  decision, 
and  that  your  Lordships  will  be  disposed  to  affirm 
the  judgment,  —  and  as  the  case  has  already  been 
decided  after  deliberate  argument,  this  judgment 
ought  to  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

RYALL  V.  ROWLES. 

The  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Burnet  taken  from  his  MS.  note 
book  in  the  library  of  Lincoln's  Inn, 

The  case  upon  the  pleadings  appeared  to  be  this. 

William  Harvest,  a  trader  within  the  several  statutes  concern- 
ing bankrupts,  being  indebted  to  Benjamin  Tomkyns  and 
Joseph  Tomkyns  in  1500/^  by  indenture  of  the  2d  of  June 
1732,  demised  to  them  his  house  and  brewhouse  at  Kingston 
in  Surrey,  with  all  the  coppers  and  utensils  of  brewing,  fixed 
or  belonging  to  the  brewhouse,  or  used  with  it,  for  a  term  of 
five  hundred  years,  redeemable  on  payment  of  1500/.  and 
interest.  These  premises  had  been  mortgaged  before  in  1725 
and  1731,  to  Philip  Stone,  as  will  be  observed  hereafter. 
Upon  this  mortgage  the  Master  reports  due  to  the  Tomkynses 
75U  3».  6rf. 

In  October  1736,  Wm.  Harvest  entered  into  articles  for  a 
partnership  with  Jonathan  Stevens,  in  his  trade  of  a  brewer, 
the  utensils  and  stock  were  appraised  at  14,000^,  and  Harvest, 
by  indenture  of  the  29th  November  1736,  in  consideration 
of  7000/.  in  hand  paid,  sold  and  conveyed  a  moiety  of  the 
utensils  and  stock  in  trade  to  Stevens,  and  entered  into  a 
partnership  with  him  by  moieties  for  seven  years:  in  con- 
sequence of  which,  they  jointly  possessed  themselves  of  the 
stock  and  utensils,  and  jointly  carried  on  the  brewing  trade 
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1835.  therewith  till  the  26th  June  1740,  when  it  is  agreed  on  all 
hands  that  Harvest  became  a  bankrupt,  and  a  comminioii 
issued  against  him.  In  less  than  a  month  after  this  deed 
of  partnership,  Wm.  Harvest,  by  indenture  of  the  24th  De- 
cember 1736,  in  consideration  of  4000/.  lent  him  by  Jonathan 
Stevens,  sells  and  assigns  to  John  Potter  (in  trust  for  Stevens) 
all  his  moiety  of  the  partnership  stock,  utensils,  debts,  and 
future  profits  in  trade,  with  a  clause  of  redemption  on  pay- 
ment of  4400/.  on  the  24th  December  1738.  There  is  a 
clause  to  charge  the  premises  with  any  other  tams  that 
Stevens  should  in  the  mean  time  lend  to  Harvest.  Oo  the 
10th  of  December  1737,  Harvest  mortgages  one-seventli  part 
of  his  undivided  moiety  of  this  partnership  stock,  utensils, 
debts,  and  profits  of  the  trade,  to  Sir  Thomas  Reynel,  for  a 
just  debt  of  1000^.  and  upwards.  On  the  24th  of  April  1738, 
he  mortgages  another  seventh  part  of  this  moiety  to  Thomas 
Shipp,  for  a  just  debt  of  1000/.  and  upwards.  Harvest  had 
in  1725,  conveyed  his  house  and  premises  at  Kingston,  to 
Philip  Stone  and  his  heirs,  redeemable  on  payment  of  19O0L 
and  interest.  In  1731,  by  indorsement  on  this  mortgage,  the 
usensils  of  brewing  fixed  or  used  with  the  brewhouse  were 
assigned^  as  a  collateral  security  on  800/.  more  being  lent, 
for  the  20002.  and  interest ;[  and  in  1734,  this  mortgage  was 
assigned  by  Philip  Stone  to  Edward  Baugh ;  he,  by  deed  of 
the  9th  of  November  1736,  reconveys  to  Wm.  Harvest  all 
the  utensils  as  fixed  or  used  with  the  brewhouse.  But  when 
Edward  Baugh,  afterwards  by  lease  and  release  of  the  6th  and 
7th  of  September  1738,  assigns  his  mortgage  of  the  house 
and  brewhouse  to  Jonathan  Stevens,  Wm.  Harvest,  who  is 
a  party  to  the  release,  sells  and  assigns  his  moiety  of  the  utensils 
of  brewing  to  Jonathan  Stevens,  redeemable  on  payment  of 
the  mortgage  money,  i.  e,  2000/.  and  interest.  And  on  this 
mortgage  the  Master  reports  2355/.  10;.  9d.  to  be  due.  I  state 
this,  because  it  may  be  material  in  our  future  consideration  of 
Tomkyns's  mortgage. 

The  last  mortgage  is  on  the  6th  of  March  1738,  of  another 
seventh  share  of  the  bankrupt's  undivided  moiety  of  the  part- 
nership stock,  utensils,  debts,  and  produce  of  trade,  to  his 
son  George  Harvest,  for  a  just  debt  of  1000/.  After  every 
one  of  these  mortgages  or  assignments,  Wm.  Harvest  con- 
tinued in  the  trade,  directing  the  application  of  the  stock  and 
utensils  in  carrying  on  the  trade,  and  in  the  receipt  of  the 
debts  and  perception  of  the  profits  of  the  trade  as  partner  for 
a  moiety,  just  in  the  same  manner  as  he  had  done  before 
the  mortgages,  or  any  of  them. 
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The  general  question,  therefore,  arising  on  this  case  was,         1835. 
whether  these  six  mortgagees,  or  any,' and  which  of  them,  will        ^■^'^'^^ 
be  entitled  to  resort  to  the  respective  utensils,  stock  in  trade,         rwn% 
debts  or  profits  of  trade,  mortgaged  to  them ;   or  whether 
all  or  any  of  them  will  be  obliged  to  come  in  as  creditors  under 
the  commission,  to  receive  a  distributive  share  of  their  re- 
spective debts  in  common  with  the  rest  of  the  bankrupt's 
creditors  ? 

And  the  solution  of  this  question  depends  on  one  still 
more  restrained,  which  is,  whether  these  six  mortgagees,  or 
any,  and  which  of  them,  have  so  permitted  the  bankrupt  to 
continue  in  the  possession,  order,  and  disposition  of  the  goods 
and  chattels  conveyed  to  them,  to  the  time  of  his  becoming 
bankrupt,  as  will  entitle  the  commissioners  to  sell  and  dispose 
of  the  same  for  the  relief  of  the  creditors  seeking  relief  under 
the  commissioners  by  the  express  words  of  the  statute  of 
the  21  Jac.  1.  c.  19.  ss.  10,  11.? 

In   determining  this  question,  my  Lord  Chancellor  Hard- 
wick  was  pleased  to  call  for  assistance  of  L.  C*  J.  Lee,  L.  C.  B. 
Parker,  and  Mr.  J.  Burnett. 
My  argument  was  as  follows : — 

In  the  consideration  of  this  question,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
distinguish  between  the  mortgages.  Two  of  them  are  (as  far 
as  concerns  the  present  question)  mortgages  of  utensils  ordy^ 
fixed  or  used  with  the  brewhouse.  One  of  them  is  to  a  stran- 
ger prior  to  the  mortgage,  the  other  is  of  a  moiety  of  those 
utensils  to  a  partner. 

A  third  mortgage  is  of  things  partly  in  possession,  partly  in 
action,  a  moiety  of  the  partnership  stock  and  utensils,  and  a 
moiety  of  the  debts  and  profits  of  trade  to  John  Potter,  in  trust 
for  the  partner  Stevens.  The  three  other  mortgages  are  to 
strangers,  of  a  seventh  share  each,  in  the  bankrupt's  moiety  of 
the  partnership  stock,  utensils,  debts,  and  produce  of  trade.  I 
shall,  therefore,  in  the  first  place  consider  the  case  of  a  mort- 
gage or  conditional  sale  of  things  in  possession.  In  the  next 
place  I  shall  consider  the  case  of  such  a  mortgage  of  things 
partly  in  possession,  partly  in  action.  And  under  each  head 
shall  examine  whether  such  a  mortgage,  being  to  a  partner  or 
in  trust  for  a  partner,  will  make  any  difference. 

And  though  the  present  question  must  receive  its  sole  deter- 
mination from  the  clauses  in  the  stat.  21  Jac.  1.,  yet  it  will  be 
necessary  to  consider  the  state  of  creditors  in  general,  with  re- 
lation to  tlie  conveyances  of  their  debtors,  before  that  statute. 
But  as  great  stress  was  laid  in  the  argument  of  this  case  at  the 
bar,  upon  the  rules  in  pawns ;  and  mortgages  of  goods  were 
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treated  ai  pawns  without  a  deliveiyi  or  rather  hypothecatioDSy 
which  require  no  delivery,  I  shall  in  the  first  place  endea- 
vour to  shew  that  pawns  or  hypothecations  are  quite  foreign  to 
the  present  question.  It  was  contended  that  pawns,  both  by 
the  Roman  and  En^ish  law,  required  a  delivery,  but  hjpotbc- 
cadoBS  or  mortgage  of  goods  did  not ;  and  therefore  io  this  laft« 
ter  case  there  could  be  no  fraud  in  not  altering  the  poasession. 

As  to  the  Roman  law,  Mr.  Wilbraham  truly  cited  the  au- 
thority of  Justinian,  lib.  4.  tit.  6  &  7  :  — ^^PignofisappeUatume 
earn  rem  proprie  contineri  dicimtu  qua  simul  etiam  iradilur  en- 
ditorif  maxime  si  mobilis  sit.    At  earn  qtuB  sine  tradiidonet  nudd 
oonventioHe  tenetur proprie  hypotheca  nomine  contineri  dieimusm'* 
And  if  this  passage  stood  alone  unexplained  by  any  oth^  Ro* 
man  law,  it  would  go  a  great  way  towards  proving  what  it  was 
cited  for.     But  when  I  shall  have  produced  two  or  three  ex- 
press authorities  that  prove  beyond  question  that  a  Roman 
pignus  fo  a  moveable  thing  was  as  valid  without  a  delivery  as 
with  it,   I  believe  it  will  be  allowed  that  Domat  and  our 
countrya[ian  Wood  have  rightly  interpreted  the  passage  above 
cited  to  mean  no  more  than  that  a  pignus  can  only  be  of 
moveables  capable  of  a  delivery,  and  a  hypotheca  must  be  of 
immoveables  incapable  of  such  a  delivery.      So  is  Domat, 
'<Loix  Civiles  dans  leur    ordre  naturel," — lib.  8.  tit*  I.  s.  !• 
par.  1.;  and  Wood  in  his  '' Imperial  Civil  Law,"  lib.  3.  c«3. 
f.  219.;  and  with  this  agrees  the  Digests  lib.  50.  tit.  16.    De 
verborum  significationef  —  Law,  238.     It  is  held  that  a  pignus 
did  not    require  a  delivery,  —  Digest,  lib.  13.  tit.  ?•  Law,  I. 
**  Pignus  contrahitur  non  sold  traditione  sed  etiam  nudd  comien' 
tione  etsi  traditum  non  est."     So  if  a  thing  is  pawned  at  difiereot 
times  to  two,  and  delivered  to  the  last  pawnee,  the  first  shall 
be  preferred  to  him.  Digest,  lib.  20.  tit.  4.  Law,  12.  $  10.:  — 
^  Nam  et  in  pignore  placet  si  prior  convenerit  de  pignore  licet 
posteriori  res  tradatur  potiorem  esse  prioremJ'     And  in  that 
very  20th  Book  of  the  Digest,  tit.  1.  Law,  10.,  the  case  is 
cited  of  a  thing  pawned  at  the  same  time  to  two  and  delivered 
to  one.    From  all  which  cases  it  manifestly  appears  that  de- 
livery was  not  necessary  to  a  Roman  pignus.      And  the  incon- 
venience  attending  this  made  most  of  the  nations  that  received 
the  Roman  law  in  general  vary  this  part  of  it,  by  their  municH 
pal  laws,  as  Domat  observes.      But  suppose  the  distincdoa 
contended  for,  were  true,  what  would  it  signify  unless  an  En- 
glish mortgage  and  a  Roman  hypotheca  were  of  the  tame 
nature?    Which    they    certainly  are  not,  though  our  learned 
civilian.  Dr.  Strahan,  in  his  translation  of  Domat,  has  every 
where  rendered  the  word  hypothique  by  that  o£  mortgage*     An 
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English  mortgage  conveys  an  immediate  property  in  the  thing         18S5. 

mortgaged,  liable  to  be  defeated  by  performing  the  condition* 

A  Roman  kiflpotheca  conveys  no  property,  but  a  right  to  be 

satisfied  for  the  breach  of  a  condition,  for  the  injury  done  by     cockuua. 

that  breach.    If,  therefore,  either  a  pignue  or  hypoiheca  be 

with  a  condition,  that  if  the  money  is  not  paid  at  the  day  the 

creditor  shall  enjoy  the  thing  pawned  or  hypothecated  at  such 

a  price,    this  is  held  to  be  a  conditional  instead  of  a  pawn. 

Digest,  lib.  20.  tit.  1.  Law,  6.     Domat,  lib.  3.  tit.  2.  sect.  S. 

par.  11.     If  any  one,  out  of  curiosity,  desires  to  see  English 

contracts  described  in  Roman  laws,  he  may  find  our  mortgages 

both  of  land  and  goods,  under  the  head  of  sales,  Justin.  Codest. 

lib.  4.  tit.  54.  Law,  2  &  7*     *^  Si  Jundum  parenies  tui  ed  lege 

vendiderunt  ut  sive  ipsi  seu  haredes  eorum^  emptori  pritium  infra 

certa  tempora,  obtulissent,  restitueretur :   Teque  parato  satisfacere 

conditioni,  Hares  Emptoris  non  parit  ut  corUractusfidei  servetur^ 

actio  prascriptis  verbis^  seu  ex  Vendito  tibi  dabiturJ* 

And  as  to  mortgage  of  goods :  <'  Si  quis  a  te  camparavitet 
convenit  ut  si  infra  cerium  tempus  solutajuerit  data  quantitas  ut 
sit  res  inempta^  remitti  hanc  canventionem  Rescripto  nostra  non* 
Jure  petis."  All  therefore  which  can  be  urged  fi'om  the  Ro- 
man law,  in  respect  either  of  pawns  or  hypothecations,  must  be 
foreign  to  the  present  question,  which  relates  to  a  quite  different 
contract ;  and  so  I  think  is  all  that  may  be  urged  from  the 
English  law  as  to  pawns. 

Delivery  is  certainly  of  the  essence  of  an  English  pawn,  as  is 
expressly  held  in  the  year  book,  5  H.  7.  f.  1,  abridged  Bro. 
Pledges,  pi.  20.  Trespass,  pi.  271.,  cited  by  Mr.  Solicitor-General. 
And  with  this  agrees  the  determination  of  the  K.  B.  in  Rossev. 
Bramstedef  2.  Ro.  Rep.  439.  L.  C.  J.  Ley,  in  the  report  of  that 
case,  says :  '*  If  I  lend  you  a  horse,  and  before  you  restore  it> 
say.  Keep  that  horse  till  I  pay  you  10/.  which  I  owe  you ;  this, 
is  a  pawn.  But  if  a  stranger  had  taken  it  from  you,  and  I  said, 
'  Take  that  horse,  and  keep  him  till  I  pay  you  10/.,  this  is  no 
pawn,  for  there  was  no  possession  given  at  the  time,"  and  I  know 
of  no  authority  in  all  the  books  to  the  contrary.  For  the  cases 
of  Brand  v.  Lisli/,  Yelv.  164,  and  Clerk's  case,  2  Leon.  30., 
which  were  cited  as  contrary,  are  not  cases  of  pawns,  but  of 
bailment  of  goods  to  a  third  person,  to  pay  creditors,  and  it 
was  truly  held  that  the  creditor  had  such  an  interest  in  this 
contract  as  would  entitle  him  to  a  remedy  if  the  goods  were 
taken  from  the  bailee,  or  by  him  applied  to  any  other  purpose 
than  that  for  which  they  were  bailed.  AH  the  cases  in  the 
books  relating  to  pawns  suppose  them  in  the  pawnee's  custody. 
They  are  compared  to  a  distress,  and  it  is  considered  how  far 
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1835.  the  pawnee  may  use  them  and  at  what  peril.  Conham  y.  MoreSf 
Owen,  123.  And  in  the  argument  of  the  case  of  Coggs  and 
Barnard f  2  Salk.  522.»  2  Lord  Raym.  91  ?• ;  and  in  the  case  of 
cocKxiiBLi..  'Sir  John  Ratcliff'Y.  Davis,  Cro.  Jac.  244.  Yelv.  179.  1  Bulstr. 
29.  and  Noy,lS7*y  the  distinction  between  pawns  and  mortgages 
is  clearly  stated.  Sir  John  Ratcliff  pawned  his  hatband  set  with 
diamonds  to  Whitlock  for  25/. ;  Whitlock's  wife  by  his  order 
delivered  the  pawn  to  the  defendant.  After  this  Whitlock 
died,  leaving  his  wife  his  executrix.  Sir  John  Ratcliff  tendered 
her  the  251,  which  she  refused  to  receive,  and  thereupon  he  de- 
manded the  hatband  of  the  defendant,  who  refused  to  deliver 
it.  In  trover  brought  by  Sir  J.  Ratcliff  against  the  defendant 
for  this  hatband,  a  verdict  was  given  and  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  it  was  resolved :  —  First,  that  the  general  or 
absolute  property  in  the  pawn  was  in  the  pawnor,  though  there 
was  a  special  property  in  the  pawnee  entitling  him  to  the 
custody  till  the  condition  performed :  —  Secondly,  that  upon 
payment  or  tender  to  the  pawnee,  the  whole  property  was 
immediately  revested  in  the  pawnor  ;  and  if  the  pawnee  bail 
over  the  pawn,  still  the  payment  or  tender  must  be  to  the 
pawnee  or  his  executrix,  and  not  to  the  bailee.  But  it  was  quite 
otherwise  in  a  mortgage ;  for  if  the  mortgage  is  assigned  over, 
the  payment  or  tender  must  be  to  the  assignee,  and  not  to  the 
mortgagee.  And  why  ?  Because  a  mortgage  is  a  conveyance 
of  the  property  immediate,  which  therefore  may  be  assigned 
over ;  but  a  pawn  is  only  a  deposit  to  secure  the  performance  of 
a  contract. 

All  therefore  that  has  been  urged  with  relation  to  pawns, 
being  laid  out  of  the  case  as  quite  foreign  to  our  present 
question,  I  shall  consider  how  the  law  stood  in  rielation  to 
conveyances  made  by  debtors  to  the  prejudice  of  their  cre- 
ditors before  the  stat.  21  Jac.  1.  The  statute  governing  in 
these  cases,  though  perhaps  no  more  than  declaratory  of  what 
was  the  common  law,  is  the  stat.  13  Eliz.  c.  5*  §•  1.2.,  whereby 
'^  all  grants  or  conveyances  of  lands,  or  goods,  to  the  intent  to 
defraud  or  delay  creditors,  are  made  void,  and  subject  the  debtor 
making  such  conveyance  to  forfeit  double  the  value  of  the 
lands  or  goods  so  conveyed,  and  to  half  a  year's  imprisonment. 
Proviso,  that  this  act  shall  not  extend  to  any  estate  or 
interest  in  lands  or  goods  conveyed  upon  good  consideration 
and  hon&Jide.**  As  this  statute  was  made  to  protect  creditors 
against  conveyances  luith  an  intent  to  defraud  or  delay  them,  so  it 
was  incumbent  on  courts  of  equity  and  juries,  upon  considering 
all  the  circumstances  that  attended  a  conveyance,  to  pronounce 
whether  it  was  with  that  intent  or  not.    Wheresoever  a  purchaser 
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of  land  neglected  a  material  step  for  his  own  security,  which         1835. 
neglect  had  a  natural  tendency  to  defraud  creditors,  this  was 
held  prim^  facia  a  badge  of  frauds  as  leaving  the  title  deeds 
in  the  hands  of  the  mortgagor.      So,  where  a  buyer  of  goods     cockmell 
neglected  a  material  step  for  his  security,  which  naturally 
tended  to  delude  creditors,  as  leaving  the  goods  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  seller,  this  was  looked  upon  as  a  badge  of  fraud ; 
yet  as  these  were  no  more  than  tokens  of  fraud,  if  from  other 
circumstances  it  appeared   that  the  title  deeds  could  not  be 
lefl  with  the  mortgagor  with  any  such  intent,  or  the  goods 
with  the  seller  with  any  such  intent,  in  such  a  case  neither 
courts  of  equity  nor  juries  could  pronounce  such  conveyances  to 
be  void.   The  leading  case  as  to  goods,  is  Twyne's  case,  3  Co.  80., 
where  the  sale  of  goods  to  a  just  creditor  for  400/.,  being  for 
300/.  their  true  value,  was  held  fraudulent, ''  in  respect  that 
the  donor  continued  in  possession  of  the  goods  and  used  them 
as  his  own,  and  by  reason  thereof  traded  and  trafficked  with 
others  and  defrauded  them.''    And  indeed,  generally  speak- 
ing, it  is  hard  to  conceive  why  a  buyer  should  leave  his  goods 
with  the  seller  but  to  the  intent  that  he  may  deceive  others 
by  a  false  appearance  of  substance ;    since,  whether  I  buy 
goods  absolutely  or  conditionally,  my  safety  in  my  contract 
depends  upon  taking  the  goods  into  my  own  possession,  for  if 
I  leave  them  with  the  seller  he  may  spoil  or  dispose  of  them. 
And  as  this  lache$  of  mine  tends  to  give  others  a  false  opi- 
nion of  his  substance,  the  only  evidence  of  the  ownership  of 
goods  in  most  cases  attainable  being  the  possession  and  use, 
this  has  generally  been  held  a  badge  of  fraud.    But  where 
circumstances  of  such  public  notoriety  have  attended  a  con- 
tract, where  the  goods  were  lefl  with  the  seller,  as  excluded 
any  presumption  of  fraud,  courts  of  law  and  equity  have  de- 
clared in  favour  of  them,  as  I  shall  have  occasion  in  considering 
some  of  the  cases  cited  in  the  arguing  this  case  to  observe. 
But  neither  in  the  statute  13  Eliz.  norinTwyne's  case,  is  there 
any  distinction   made  bettoeen  absolute  and  conditional  con- 
veyances ;  nor  does  there  seem  any  such  in  the  nature  of  the 
thing ;  for  if  a  failing  man  was  so  modest  as  to  mortgage  his 
effects  only  once,  for  perhaps  half  or  three  fourths  of  their  value, 
am  not  I  defrauded  as  to  his  substance  in  one  half,  or  three 
fourths,  by  goods  remaining  in  his  possession  which  his  mort- 
gagee ought  to  have  put  out  of  his  reach  ?  But  if  delivery  on  a 
mortgage  is  quite  needless,  why  may  he  not  mortgage  the  goods 
twice  or  thrice  over,  as  well  as  once  ?  and  then  my  delusion  is 
as  great  as  if  he  had  sold  them  outright. 

But  it  was  said  that  there  were  cases  in  the  books,  which 
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1 835.        settled  the  distinction  between  a  possession  in  the  debtor  after 
an  absolute  and  after  a  conditional  conveyance.    The  first  case 
cited  was  that  of  Stone  v.  Grubham,  2  Bulstr  226.>  and  1  Ro. 
cocKXEXLL.      Rep.  S.     That  was  the .  case  of  a  grant,  which  from  the  words 
of  it  was  held  to  amount  to  the  grant  of  a  lease  for  years.    It 
was  insisted    that    this  was  fraudulent,  because  the  grantor 
continued  in  possession  of  the  land  after  the  grant.     But  the 
Court  resolved  that  in  this  case,  which  was  a  gift  upon  a  future 
condition,  as  well  as  in  the  case  of  a  mortgage,  the  g^rentors 
continuing  in    possession   of  the  land  would    not  make    it 
fraudulent.    But  Lord  C.  J.  Coke  said,  *'  If  the  granti^  had 
**  continued  in  possession  of  the  original  lease,  under  which  the 
**  land  was  held  after  such  a  grant,  that  would  have  made  it 
**  fraudulent."  And  pray  what  argument  can  be  drawn  f\rom  this 
case,   as  to  the  possession  of  goods  after  a  conditional  con- 
veyance, unless  the  possession   of  land  and  that  of  goods 
stand  upon  the  same  foot,  which  doubtless  they  do  not? — 
possession  after  sale  is  no  otherwise  fraudulent  than  as  it  tends 
to  deceive  creditors.    If  the  possession  of  land  has  no  sudi 
tendency  and  the  possession  of  goods  has,  then  one  will  be 
fraudulent  and  the  other  not.    A  man  who  is  in  possesmaii  of 
land  may  be  so  barely  as  tenant  at  will,  as  the  mortgagor  always 
is  to  the  mortgagee,  but  no  creditor  need  be  deceived  by  such  a 
possession.    For  as  every  man  who  desires  me  to  give  him 
credit  gives  me  a  right  to  inquire  into  his  substance,   if  he 
insists  to  have  credit  as  owner  of  the  land  he  possesses,  I  may 
call  upon  him  to  produce  the  evidences  of  his  title. 

If  these,  therefore,  are  permitted  to  remain  in  his  hands  which 
ought  to  have  been  in  the  mortgagee's  custody,  as  the  means 
of  reducing  the  land  into  his  own  possession,  the  mortg^ee  has 
neglected  what  was  necessary  for  his  own  secnrityt  and 
furnished  the  mortgagor  with  the  means  of  deceiving  the  most 
cautious  creditor,  as  owner  of  the  land.  This,  therefbre,  in  the 
case  of  Stone  v.  Grubham  is  considered  as  a  badge  qfjrand;  and 
Lord  Talbot  says  the  first  mortgagee  has  contributed  to  draw 
in  the  second,  in  the  case  of  Head  v.  Egerton^  3.  P.  W.  280. 
But  it  is  far  otherwise  in  the  case  of  goods,  for^  where  those 
are  sold,  be  it  absolutely  or  be  it  conditionally,  the  vendee 
can  only  secure  himself  from  the  sale,  or  destruction  of  the 
goods,  by  taking  them  into  his  own  possession.  And  if  they 
are  left  in  the  vendor's  hands,  the  most  careful  creditor  can  in 
general  expect  no  other  evidence  of  property  in  goods  than 
the  possession  and  user.  The  vendee  must  therefore  auflfer 
for  having  furnished  his  vendor  at  his  own  hazard  with  the 
proper  means  of  imposing  on  odi^v  as  to  his  substance. 
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The  next  case  cited  to  ^support  the  distinctioD  between  ab«         1835* 
solute  and   conditional  sales  is  that  of  Buchnal  and  Others  ▼• 
RoystoH^  Precedents  in  Chanc.  f.  286*     The  case  was  this : 
A  supercargo  to  an  Indiaman  having  shipped  goods  of  his  own     aocsBuu. 
fit  for  foreign  mirkets  on  board,  borrowed  600/.  on  a  bottomry 
bond,  to  pay  40  per  cent,  interest  if  the  ship  reigned  8  years. 
As  a  security  for  the  performance  of  this  contract  he  made 
a  bill  of  sale  of  his  goods  on  board  to  the  Plainti£b.    In  it 
there  was  a   clause  that  the  vendor  should    act    as    factor 
to  the  vendees  in  selling  the  goods  at  foreign  markets,  and 
investing  the  produce  in  a  homeward-bound  cargo.     He  did 
so,  and  died  on  the  voyage.    The  ship  arrived.     The  Defend- 
ant as  principal  creditor  took  out  administration  to  him,  and 
possessed  himself  of  this  cargo.     The  Plaintiffs  brought  their 
bill  against  him,  insisting  on  their  bill  of  sale.    The  Defend- 
ants insisted  that  the  intestate  having  continued  in  possession 
of  these  goods  after  the  bill  of  sale,  would  make  it  fi*audulent 
as  against  creditors,  of  which  number  he  was.    Lord  Cowper 
decreed  in  favour  of  the  Plainti£    He  went  upon  no  distinc- 
tion between  conditional  and   absolute  sales,  but  upon  the 
notoriety  of  the  whole  contract,  whereby  any  one  who  knew 
the  intestate  had  the  possession  of  these  goods,  might  as  well 
know  that  it  was  not  as  owner,  but  as  factor  to  the  vendees. 
His  words  are,   '*  there  was  not  a  possession  calculated  to 
acquire  a  false  credit,  as  in  the  cases  cited.*'    Which  is  a 
strong  declaration  of  his,  that  in  this  which  was  a  conditional  or 
redeemable  iole^  a  possession  calculated  to  acquire  a  false  credit 
tjoould  make  it  voidp  but  that  in  the  present  case  there  was  no 
such  possession.    This|case,  therefore,  is  so  far  from  establishing 
a  distinction  between  conditional  and  absolute  sales,  that  it  is 
an  express  authority  of  Lord  Cowper's  that  there  was  none. 
The  last  case  relied  on  to  support  such  a  distinction  is  the 
case  of  Meggot  v.  MUls,  1  Lord  Raym.  286.    The  same  case 
is  reported  in  Cases  in  King  William's  Reign,  f.  159.    From 
both  reports  of  this  case  it  appears  the  law  was  so  obscurely 
stated  that  the  Court  sent  it  to  a  new  trial.    But  the  case 
is  cited  out  of  Lord  Raymond's  reports  for  a  dictum  in  it  of 
X*.  C.  J.  Holt.      The  case  seems  to  have  been  Uiis.     A  man 
let  a  house  to  a  trader,  and  lent  him  money  to  buy  furniture 
for  the  house,  and  took  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  furniture  for  his 
security.    The  trader  continued  in  possession  of  the  house 
and  furniture  home  to  his  bankruptcy.     There  is  no  notice 
taken  throughout  the  whole  case  of  the  statutes  relating  to 
bankrupts.    But  L.  C.  J.  Holt  takes  it  up  upon  the  general 
principles  of  fraud,  and  is  of  opinion  that  this  bill  of  sale  was 
not  fhiudulent.    Whether  he  considered  it  as  in  nature  of  a 
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1835.        lease  of  a  house  ready-furnished,  or  what  other  matter  weighed 
^^^'v"^^       with  him,  is  not  very  clear  from  this  obscure  report.    But 
'^'^        one   thing   is  very  clear,    that  he  did  not  found  his  opinion 
on  any   distinction   between   conditional  and  absolute  sales, 
but  between  such  a  sale  to  a  landlord  and  any  other  creditor. 
His  words  are,  **  This  possession  in  the  vendor  after  a  bill 
of  sale,  to  any  creditor  but  the  landlord,  would  have  made  it 
fraudulent."     This,  therefore,  is  an  express  opinion  of  L.  C  J. 
Holt — that  possession,  after  a  redeemable  sale  in  the  veodor 
is  in  general  a  badge  of  frauds  though  in  the  particular  cir- 
cumstance of  the  landlord  in  this  case  it  was  not  so.      The 
distinction,  therefore,  between  conditional  and  absolute   sales 
is  so  far  from  being  supported  by  this  case,  that  it  is  plain 
L.  C.  J.  Holt  thought  there  was   none.     But  though  from 
all  these  cases  it  appears  that  conditional  and  absolute  sales 
by  debtors  to  the  prejudice  of    their  creditors  stood  upon 
the  same  foot  by  the  stat.  13  Eliz.,  yet  it  is  plain  that  a  court 
or  jury  were  left  at  large  upon  the  whole,  to  consider  whetb^ 
the  conveyance  before  them    were  made  with  an  intent  to 
delay   or  defraud  creditors,    and  accordingly  to   pronounce 
in  favour  of  or  against  the  conveyance.     But  when  commis- 
sioners of  bankrupt  were  to  be  directed  what  goods  in  the 
bankrupt's    possession    they   might  intermeddle  with,  though 
others  might  set  up  a  claim  to  them,  it  behoved  the  wisdom 
of  the  legislature  to  give  them  more  precise  rules.     And  upon 
the  plain   construction   and   manifest  intent  of  the  clauses  in 
the  10th  and  11th  sect,  of  the  stat.  21  Jac.  c.  19.  the  solution  of 
the  present  question  must  depend. 

The  latter  part  of  the  lOth  sect.,  though  by  mistake  printed 
apart,  is  plainly  the  preamble  to  the  11th  sect,  and  consequently 
the  key  to  let  us  into  the  intent  of  the  legislature  in  the  enactuig 
clause.  The  words  are,  *'  And  for  that  it  often  falls  out  that 
many  persons  before  they  become  bankrupt  do  convey  their 
goods  to  other  men  upon  good  consideration,  yet  still  do  keep 
the  same,  and  are  reputed  the  owners  thereof,  and  do  dispose 
of  the  same  as  their  own,  be  it  enacted,*'  &c.  It  was  much 
litigated  at  the  bar  whether  the  enacting  clause  should  be  re- 
strained to  this  case  in  the  preamble,  or  be  extended  to  goodi 
and  chattels  in  the  bankrupt's  hands  which  were  not  conveyed 
by  him  to  the  owners.  I  shall  give  no  opinion  at  all  upon  this 
head ;  for  whether  the  enacting  clause  extends  to  cases  not 
within  the  preamble  or  not,  it  is  agreed  on  all  hands  that  it  must 
extend  to  the  case  in  the  preamble,  which  I  apprehend  to  be 
the  case  now  before  the  court.  I  am  now  only  considering  the 
case  of  things  in  possession,  and,  doubtlessi  all  these  in  our 
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cases  were  conveyed  conditionally  to  others  for  a  valuable  con-        18S5. 
aideration  before  he  became  a  bankrupt,  and  at  the  time  of      <     y     f 
his  bankruptcy  he  kept  and  disposed  of  a  moiety  therein  as        rosrsB. 
his  own,  and  was  the  reputed  owner  of  a  moiety ;  and  as  the     coomIull. 
statute  makes  no  distinctions  between  absolute  and  conditional 
conveyances,  and  there  is  none  in  reason,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  but  that  mortgages  of  goods  are  within  this  preamble. 
Let  us  see,  then,  if  they  are  not  within  the  express  words  of 
the  enacting  clause ;  they  are,  **  that  if  at  any  time  hereafter 
any  persons  shall  become  bankrupt,  and  at  such  time  as  they 
become  bankrupt  shall  by  the  consent  of  the  true  otoner  or 
proprietary  have  in  their  possession,  order,  or  disposition  any 
<<  goods  or  chattels  whereof  they  shall  be  reputed  owners,  and  take 
*'  upon  them  the  sale,  alteration,  or  disposition,  as  such  owners, 
*'  that  in   every  such  case  the  commissioners,  or  the  major 
«<  part  of  them,  shall  have  power  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same 
**  to  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  that  shall  seek  relief 
**  by  tlie  said  commission,  as  fully  as  any  other  part  of  the 
**  bankrupt's  estate."    And  as  the  preamble  makes  no  distinc- 
tion between  conditional  and  absolute  sales,  neither  can  it  be 
said  that  the  enacting  clause  makes  any.    But  it  was  contended 
that  conditional  sales  are   not  within  the  description  of  the 
enacting  clause,  for  the  bankrupt  himself  is  the  true  otoner  and 
proprietary^  and  not  his  mortgagee.     And  if  mortgages  were 
upon  the  foot  of  pawns,  there  might  be  some  foundation  for 
this  objection,  for  the  pawnor  has  the  general  property,  and  the 
pawnee  only  a  special  property,  according  to  the  case  cited  of 
Waller  v.  Hanger^  S  Bulstr.  17*     But  in  the  case  of  mortgages, 
the  mortgagor  has  a  bare  condition ;  the  mortgagee  is  owner 
and  proprietary,  even  in  the  case  of  land.     Co.  Lit.  210.     It  is 
stroriger  in  the  case  of  a  conditional  sale  of  goods,  of  which  the 
whole  property  is  in  the  vendee^  and  on  the  price  paid  he  has 
a  right  to  the  delivery  of  the  goods.    10  Salk.  113.  Langford  v. 
TyleTf  Dyer,  20.  203.     If,  therefore,  a  conditional  vendee  will 
pay  his  money  and  not  insist  on  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  his 
personal  confidence  in  the  vendor,  whereby  he  left  him  a  false 
appearance  of  substance  wherewith  to  draw  in  others  to  trust 
him,  shall  not  prejudice  them,  but  he  shall  come  in  with  the 
rest  of  the  creditors,  since  like  them  he  placed  his  confidence 
in  the  vendor,  and  not  in  the  goods  sold ;  and  this  is  a  point 
which  was  resolved  expressly  by  Lord  Talbot  in  the  case  of 
Stevens  v.  Sole  and  Others,  in  Chancery,Trin.  Term,  1736.  The 
case  was  this:  William  Tappender,  a  trader  within  the  statutes 
of  bankrupts,  being  possessed  of  a  leasehold  estate  and  of  three 
hoys,  on  the  19th  of  April  1729,  borrowed  1400?.  of  the  Plaintiff 
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1 835.  Stevens,  and  made  him  an  assignment  of  the  leasehold  premises, 
and  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  three  hoys,  the  whole  redeemable  on 
the  pajrment  of  1400^*9  with  interest.  In  Maj  17S1>  Tappen- 
der  became  a  bankrupt,  and  the  Defendants  were  assignees 
under  the  commission.  The  Plaintiff  brought  his  bill  against 
them,  to  be  paid  his  principal,  interest,  and  costs,  or  else  that 
they  might  be  foreclosed  of  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the 
leasehold  and  three  hoys. 

The  Defendants,  in  their  answer,  admitted  that  the  leasehold 
estate  was  not  sufficient  to  pay  the  Plaintiff's  debt ;  but  insisted 
as  to  the  three  hoys,  that  as  William  Tappender  continued  in 
the  possession  of  them  home  to  his  bankruptcy,  that  they  were 
by  the  express  words  of  the  stat.  21  Jac.  1.  c.  19.  liable  to  be 
sold  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  under  the  commissioo. 
Lord  Talbot  decreed  a  foreclosure  as  to  the  leasehold  premises, 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  should  be  admitted  as  a  creditor  under 
the  commission,  for  so  much  as  the  leasehold  premises  were  de- 
ficient in  value  to  satisfy  (which  was  referred  to  a  Master  to 
settle),  and  ordered  that  the  Plaintiff's  bill  should  be  dUnds$ed 
as  to  the  three  hoys,  or  the  produce  of  them  (for  they  were  sold 
by  consent  pending  the  cause) ;  and  decreed  that  the  money 
raised  by  the  sale  of  the  three  hoys  should  be  retained  by  the 
Defendants  as  assignees,  to  be  by  them  applied  to  the  payment 
of  the  creditors  seeking  relief  under  the  commission.  It  was 
ininuated  as  if  subsequent  cases  had  taken  from  the  authority 
of  this;  I  know  of  none.  The  first  case  mentioned  was  that  of 
Brovone  v.  Dodson,  heard  before  the  present  Lord  Chancellor, 
4th  December  1740.  I  need  say  no  more  than  that  this  case 
never  received  any  judicial  determination.  It  was  the  case  of 
an  assignment  of  ships  and  goods  at  sea,  and  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor said,  if  the  assignment  was  void,  it  was  void  at  law,' and 
therefore  directed  a  trial  at  law,  expressing  at  the  same  time 
an  apprehension,  that  on  the  one  hand  it  might  be  inconvenient 
to  construe  sales  of  ships  by  way  of  mortgage,  of  which  no  de- 
livery could  be  made  until  their  return,  to  be  within  the  statute 
21  Jac.l.  c.  1.;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  great  mischief  that 
might  ensue  from  construing  mortgages  to  be  out  of  the  sta- 
tute. The  other  case  cited  was  that  of  Brown  and  Others^  As* 
signees  of  Williams^  v.  HeathcotCy  heard  before  the  present  Lord 
Chancellor  on  27th  October  1746.  The  case  was  this :  Williams 
and  Wilder,  partners  in  trade,  were  indebted  to  Mr.  Heathcote 
in  1200/.  By  deed  in  January  1736,  they  assigned  over  to 
him  their  ships,  the  Samuel  and  Molly,  and  their  outward-bound 
cargoes,  and  the  returns  of  those  by  their  homeward-bound 
cargoes.  At  the  same  time  they  delivered  to  Mr.  Heathcote 
the  charterparty,  invoice,  bill  of  lading,  and  consignment.    In 
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November^  1787>  Williams  became  a  bankrupt.  In  July,  1738)  1835. 
the  ships  arrived,  and  Mr.  Heathcote  possessed  himself  of  the 
ships  and  cargoes.  It  was  contended  that  as  there  was  no 
delivery  of  possession  to  Mr.  Heathcote,  but  the  possession  cockxiivll. 
continued  in  the  bankrupt  and  his  servants  till  their  return,  this 
was  a  case  within  the  stat.  21  Jac.  1.  The  Lord  Chancellor 
decreed  for  the  Defendant,  as  being  a  case  neither  within  the 
letter  or  intent  of  that  statute.  And,  indeed,  I  do  not  see  how 
this  case  comes  within  any  one  description  in  that  statute.  Afler 
every  evidence  of  ownership  delivered  up  to  the  assignee,  how 
can  the  assignor  be  said  to  be  the  reputed  owner  of  these  ships 
and  cargoes  ?  when  all  the  muniments  or  means  of  reducing  the 
ships  and  cargoes  into  possession  on  their  arrival  are  given  up, 
how  can  the  assignor  be  said  to  have  them  in  his  possession, 
order,  and  disposition  ?  or  how  can  he  take  upon  him  the  sole 
alteration  or  disposition  as  owner?  How  can  the  bankrupt  be 
said  to  continue  in  the  possession  of  these  things  and  cargoes 
by  the  consent  of  the  true  own^r  or  proprietary,  when  it  is  im. 
possible  he  should  alter  the  possession  of  what  is  not  within  his 
reach  ?  and  what  false  credit  can  the  assignors  acquire  as  owners 
of  ships  and  cargoes  at  sea,  to  which  they  cannot  shew  one 
evidence  of  ownership  ?  I  confess,  if  ships  and  cargoes  at  sea 
are  in  the  nature  of  things  in  action,  I  should  apprehend  that 
a  delivery  of  the  muniments  or  means  of  reducing  them  into 
possession  on  their  arrival  was  equivalent  in  law  to  a  delivery 
of  possesion,  it  being  all  the  delivery  the  nature  of  the  thing 
will  admit  of;  as  the  delivery  of  the  key  of  a  warehouse  in  the 
case  of  a  sale  of  bulky  goods  not  capable  of  immediate  removal, 
has  been  held  a  delivery  of  the  goods ;  by  it  the  seller  is  de- 
prived of  the  power  of  showing  the  goods  as  his  own,  and 
thereby  acquiring  a  delusive  credit.  Neither  of  these  cases, 
therefore,  do  in  the  least  impeach  the  authority  of  Stevens  v. 
Sok.  I  shall  therefore  conclude  that  goods  conveyed  by  the 
bankrupt  to  others,  who  permit  him  to  continue  the  possessor, 
reputed  owner,  and  to  take  upon  him  the  disposition  of,  as 
owner,  will  be  liable  to  a  commission  of  bankrupt  by  the  express 
provision  of  this  statute ;  and  this  is  applicable  to  two  of  the 
mortgages  now  before  the  Court,  that  of  the  utensils  to  Tomkyns 
in  1732,  and  that  of  a  moiety  of  those  utensils  to  Stevens  in 
1738,  though  it  is  plain  that  these  mortgages  will  require  very 
different  considerations.  The  mortgage  of  the  real  estate  in 
1738  to  Stevens  being  as  to  that  but  an  assignment  of  an  ori- 
ginal mortgage  to  Stone  in  1725  and  1731,  on  which  2300/.  and 
more  is  due,  will  plainly  exhaust  the  whole  value  of  that  estate, 
which  chiefly  consists  in  houses  valued  but  at  200/.  a  year,  so 
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1835.  that  nothing  of  that  can  be  lefl  to  satisfy  Tomkyns's  mortgage 
in  1732,  but  the  utensils  fixed  or  used  with  the  brewhouse ;  and 
as  to  these,  Tomkyns's  mortgage  must  be  preferred  to  Stevens's^ 
cocximiLu  whose  collateral  mortgage  of  a  moiety  of  the  utensils  com- 
mences in  1738.  This  mortgage  to  Tomkyns  is  by  lease  of  the 
house  and  brewhouse,  and  of  the  utensils  fixed  or  used  with 
the  brewhouse ;  and  this  is  of  a  double  nature, —  utensils  fixed, 
and  utensils  not  fixed  but  used  in  the  brewhouse.  As  to  the 
fixtures,  it  seems  clear  to  me  that  nobody  will  be  entitled  to 
remove  them  till  Tomkyns's  mortgage  is  satisfied ;  for  though 
it  be  certain  that  if  a  lessee  creates  fixtures  for  carrying  on  his 
trade,  he  may  remove  them  during  the  term,  as  in  Poole*B  case, 
1  Salk.  368. ;  yet  if  a  trader  erects  fixtures  in  his  house,  and 
then  leases  the  house  with  the  fixtures,  he  cannot  remove  them 
during  the  term,  no  more  than  if  he  leases  land  without  except- 
ing the  trees,  he  can  cut  down  the  trees  during  the  term. 
And  so  is  Hob.  173.,  Owen,  49.  As  to  any  utensils  not  fixed, 
the  lease  of  a  house  with  moveable  chattels  is  no  lease  of  the 
chattels,  but  a  gift  of  them  during  the  term.  According  to 
Spencers  case,  5  Co.  16,  17. ;  Read  v.  Latose,  1  And.  4.,  and 
Dyer,  212.  These,  therefore,  not  having  been  delivered,  but 
continuing  in  the  possession  of  the  bankrupt,  will  come  under 
the  general  rule,  and  be  liable  to  the  seizure  and  sale  of  the 
commissioners.  As  to  the  collateral  mortgage  of  a  moiety  of 
the  utensils  to  Stevens  in  1738, 1  need  not  consider  it  as  to  the 
fixtures,  for  as  these  are  valued  in  the  Master's  report  at  only 
600^.,  they  will  fall  short  of  satisfying  Tomkyns's  debt,  which  is 
754^.  And  as  to  the  moveable  utensils,  they  must  fall  under  the 
general  rule.  It  is  true,  as  Stevens,  by  being  partner  with  Harvest 
in  these,  was  seised  of  a  moiety  in  his  own  right,  there  could 
be  no  need  of  actual  delivery  to  one  who  was  already  possessed 
of  them  per  my  et  per  tout.  But  when  by  this  assignment 
Harvest  conveyed  to  him  the  entirety  of  these  utensils,  the 
permitting  him  to  continue  possessed  of  a  moiety  is  within  the 
letter  and  intent  of  the  statutes ;  it  is  by  his  consent  who  is 
the  true  oxxiner  and  proprietary  of  both  moieties,  that  he 
continues  in  possession  of  one.  He  thereby  is  the  reputed 
owner  of  that  moiety.  He  takes  upon  him  the  sale^  alterationy 
and  disposition  of  it  as  owner,  and  thereby  acquires  such  a  de- 
lusive credit,  by  a  false  appearance  of  substance,  as  the  statute 
intended  to  prevent ;  so  that  it  is  plainly  within  the  mischief 
designed  to  be  remedied.  It  may  be  asked,  how  the  commis- 
sioners shall  seize  an  undivided  moiety  of  utensils  ?  By  seizing 
the  whole  and  selling  a  moiety,  and  their  vendee  will  be  tenant 
in  common  with  the  other  partner.  As  the  sheriff  in  an 
execution  against  one  partner  may  seize  the  whole  partner- 
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ship  stock,  and  sell  an  undivided  moiety.  Heydon  v.  Heydon^        1835. 
1  Salk.  392. 

Having  considered  the  case  of  mortgages  of  goods,  I  shall 
next  consider  the  case  of  a  share  in  trade,  which  consists  partly 
of  things  in  action,  and  partly  of  things  in  possession.  And  I 
will  first  consider  the  three  mortgages  of  a  seventh  share  of 
the  bankrupt's  moiety  in  trade,  to  three  strangers,  and  then 
I  will  consider  his  assignment  of  the  whole  moiety  to  one  in 
trust  for  his  partner.  But  before  I  go  into  the  consideration 
of  this  matter,  I  beg  leave  shortly  to  consider  the  case  of  a 
mere  chose  in  action,  and  the  simplest  is  that  of  a  bond,  which 
is  not  assignable  at  law,  but  is  certainly  assignable  in  equity. 
And  why  but  because  the  assignor  can  furnish  his  assignee 
with  the  means  of  reducing  it  into  possession  by  giving 
him  authority  to  sue  in  his  name>  and  putting  the  bond  into 
his  hands  to  prove  the  debt  ?  Why,  therefore,  is  not  the  de- 
livery of  these  means  of  reducing  a  chose  in  action  into  pos- 
session, as  requisite  upon  such  an  assignment  as  the  delivery 
of  the  thing  in  possession  ?  Suppose,  then,  a  trader  assigns 
over  a  bond  debt,  and  the  assignee  permits  the  assignor  to  con- 
tinue in  possession  of  the  bond.  Why  is  not  this  witliin  the 
words  and  intent  of  the  statute.  The  assignment  is  a  con- 
veyance of  it  in  equity.  The  assignee  has  a  right  to  have  the 
bond  delivered  over  to  him ;  it  is  therefore  by  his  consent  it  con- 
tinues in  the  possession  of  the  assignor.  The  debt  by  the 
bond's  continuing  in  the  assignor's  hands  is  in  his  possession, 
€)rdery  and  disposition^  and  he  may  take  upon  him  the  sale, 
alteration^  and  disposition  of  it,  for  he  may  receive  the 
money  due  on  it ;  he  may  cancel  the  bond,  or  he  may  assign 
it  over  to  another:  showing  the  bond  will  make  him  the 
reputed  otoner  of  the  debt,  and  this  will  gain  him  a  false  credit 
from  a  false  show  of  substance.  It  was  indeed  objected,  that 
a  bond  debt  was  a  chose  in  action,  and  choses  in  action  do 
not  come  within  the  words  of  this  statute,  which  has  in  the 
preamble  goodsy  in  the  enacting  clause  goods  and  chattels; 
whereas,  it  was  said,  choses  in  action  do  not  come  within 
the  words  bona  et  catalla  in  grants.  Swynburn,  f.  407.  8  Co. 
(Jaleys  case.  But  this  is  a  mistake.  Undoubtedly  choses  in 
action  are  not  such  goods  and  chattels  as  will  pass  by  grant ; 
not  because  they  are  not  chattels  or  goods,  but  because  they 
are  not  grantable  by  or  to  a  common  person.  But  they  may 
be  granted  or  forfeited  to  the  King,  by  the  name  of  chattels. 
Bro.  Prerogative,  pi.  40.  3  Inst.  55,  "  There  is  a  diversity  be- 
tween chattels  personal  in  possession  and  in  action;  for  if 
a  debt  be  owing  to  two  -^nd  one  of  them  is  Jelo  de  se^  he  for- 
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18S5.  feits  the  whole;  but  otherwise  it  is  of  goods  in  possessioii, 
for  he  forfeiteth  but  his  part/'  So  is  the  case  of  BtUiUm  t. 
Ratdiff,  Rajnn.  Rep.  7.  Finch's  Law,  lib.  2.  c.  17*  f.  178^  calls 
a  bond  debt  an  entire  chattel  personal..  And  the  resolu. 
don  of  the  case  of  Ford  y.  Sheldon^  12  Co.  1.,  is  '^thtt 
personal  actions  are  as  well  included  within  this  word 
goods  in  an  Act  of  Parliament  as  goods  in  possessioo.  if 
ehoses  in  action^  then,  are  within  the  letter  and  intent  of  tbe 
statute,  how  can  they  be  construed  out  of  it?  A  share  m  trade 
may  be  a  mere  chose  in  action,  which  can  only  pass  by  av^ 
ment,  as  was  the  case  of  Small  v.  OudUy,  2  P.  W.  427-9  which  ws 
held  good,  though  made  but  the  day  before  the  assignor  becane 
bankrupt ;  but  that  was  the  assignment  of  a  ahare  in  sooCher 
man's  trade,  which  the  assignor  himself  was  not  in  posseiasi 
of,  consequently  could  deliver  no  possession  of,  nor  could  sat 
continue  in  possession,  after  assignment.  But  it  is  otherwise  ii 
the  assignment  of  a  share  in  a  man's  own  trade ;  of  that  beatf 
deliver  possession  by  admitting  the  assignee  to  be  a  partoerfiv 
that  share ;  and  had  the  three  assignees  of  these  three  sevenik 
parts  of  the  bankrupt's  moiety  been  admitted  partners,  they 
would  have  been  in  possession  of  the  stock  and  uteosOs,  vd 
in  the  receipt  of  the  debts  and  the  proBts  arising  from  tiwb 
And  why  shall  not  the  debts  and  profits  arising  out  of  specific 
goods  be  considered  in  the  nature  of  the  goods  out  of  vbid) 
they  arose  ?  This  is  no  new  way  of  considering  this  mstter, 
even  in  a  court  of  law  upon  this  very  statute,  against  assignea 
of  a  commission  of  bankrupt ;  and  there  seems  to  be  at  leait  as 
much  reason  to  consider  it  in  the  same  light  in  their  favour. 
If  a  merchant  consigns  goods  to  a  factor,  and  he  breaks  befbfc 
he  has  sold  them,  they  are  considered  as  the  merchant's  goods, 
and  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  factor's  bankruptcy.  If  tbe 
factor  has  sold  the  goods,  his  own  money  cannot  be  distingniahcd 
from  that  of  the  merchant's ;  but  if  it  can,  as  where  the  factor 
invests  the  money  in  new-purchased  goods  for  the  merdwDt'i 
use,  these  new-purchased  goods  arising  out  of  the  goods  of  tbe 
merchant  shall  not  be  liable  to  the  factor's  bankrq>tcj- 
Whitecomb  v.  Jacob,  1  Salk.  160. 

Suppose  the  factor  sells  the  merchant's  goods,  to  be  paid  at 
a  future  day.  If  he  break  before  that  day,  and  his  assignees 
receive  the  money,  this  shall  be  money  had  and  received  to  tbe 
merchant's  use,  as  was  resolved  in  the  case  of  Gunndl  v.  O^ 
lomby  reserved  at  Nisi  Prius  by  L.  C.  J.  Holt,  Pas.  1709,  id^ 
determined  by  L.  C.  J.  Parker,  and  the  Court  of  K.  B.,  Tri* 
1710.  Suppose  he  had  sold  the  goods,  and  taken  notes  of  haod 
for  them,  payable  to  the  factor  at  a  future  day,  before  which  be 
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broke.  If  the  assignees  receive  the  money  on  these  notes,  it 
is  money  had  and  received  by  the  assignees  to  the  merchant's 
use,  for  the  note  shall  follow  the  nature  of  the  goods  out  of 
\^ich  they  arose ;  and  so  it  was  determined  in  the  case  of 
Surman  and  Others  v.  Scoit^  Hil.  16  G.  2.  C.  B.  Why  then  by 
parity  of  reason  shall  not  the  debts  and  profits  arising  out  of 
specific  goods  which  were  assigned  by  the  bankrupt,  and  which 
the  assignees  ought  to  have  been  put  in  possession  of,  and 
then  would  have  been  in  the  perception  of  these  profits  and 
debts,  be  considered  in  the  same  light  as  the  specific  goods  out 
of  which  they  arose  ?  As  therefore  the  specific  goods,  by 
being  left  in  the  bankrupt's  disposition,  would  be  liable  to  the 
commission,  so  shall  the  debts  and  new-purchased  goods 
arising  by  the  sale  of  them,  as  they  were  left  in  his  receipt  and 
recovery. 

Nothing  remains,  therefore,  to  be  considered  but  whether 
this  assignment  of  the  bankrupt's  moiety  of  this  trade  to  Potter 
in  trust  for  Stevens  will  fall  under  the  same  rule  as  the  other 
assignments ;  and  if  this  be  considered  as  an  assignment  to 
Potter,  it  will  admit  of  no  distinction ;  but  if  it  should  be  con- 
sidered as  an  assignment  to  Stevens,  I  do  not  think  that  will 
materially  vary  the  case.  It  is  true,  a  partner  being  already 
in  possession  will  need  no  actual  delivery  of  the  moiety  con* 
veyed  to  him ;  but  he  is  within  the  letter  and  mischief  of  the 
statute,  if  after  his  partner  has  conveyed  his  moiety  to  him  he 
permits  him  to  continue  in  possession,  as  if  he  had  an  interest 
when  he  had  parted  with  it.  What  a  door  would  be  open  to 
frauds  by  collusion  of  partners,  if  one  of  them  after  a  convey* 
ance  to  him  of  the  whole  share  of  his  partner  permits  him  to 
retain  all  the  badges  of  ownership,  thereby  to  deceive  the  rest 
of  the  world  by  this  delusive  appearance  of  substance  and 
wealth.  It  was  insinuated  as  if  partners  in  their  dealings  with 
each  other  had  the  partnership  as  a  security;  and  if  so,  I  agree 
that  Stevens's  mortgage  will  not  put  him  upon  a  worse  foot  than 
he  would  have  been  on  without  it.  But  I  apprehend  there  is 
no  such  rule.  If  one  partner  advances  money  to  the  joint 
stock,  or  if  his  partner  embezzles  any  of  the  joint  stock,  this 
is  a  lien  on  the  partnership  stock,  and  must  be  satisfied  before  any 
dividend ;  and  in  this  respect  the  partner  is  on  the  same  foot 
with  every  stranger ;  for  whosoever  lends  money  to  the  part- 
nership, must  be  paid  before  any  dividend  can  be  made  of  the 
joint  stock.  So  is  2  Vern.  293.,  Richardson  v.  Goodwin.  But 
I  know  of  no  case  where  it  is  held  that  a  partner  shall  have  any 
lien  on  the  joint  stock  for  what  he  lends  his  partner  on  his 
separate  account ;  and  I  think  there  is  as  strong  a  negative 

D  D  4 


1835. 


cocKiunx. 


394  CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE   OF   LORDS 

1835.        authority  as  well  can  be,  that  there  is  no  such  rule  in  the  case 
^--v-*^       of  Croft  V.  Pike,  8  Peere  Williams,  180. 
FosTKA  j^  Qjgy  ^Q  g^j^^  ^i^gf.  j^  ^jj]  ^g  laying  dangerous  restraints 

cocKBKUL.  upon  trade  if  a  trader  cannot  mortgage  his  whole  stock  with- 
out quitting  his  trade,  or  mortgage  any  part  of  it  without  ad- 
mitting his  mortgagee  into  partnership.  I  confess  cases  may 
happen  where  this  may  be  inconvenient.  But  the  dangers  are 
much  greater  on  the  other  side.  A  man  need  not  quit  his  trade 
because  he  is  not  allowed  to  carry  it  on  as  a  principal  when  he 
has  not  wherewithal  to  carry  it  on :  nor  is  the  hardship  very 
great  to  oblige  him  to  take  in  partners,  when  he  is  not  himself 
equal  to  the  carrying  on  the  whole.  But  if  it  is  once  esta- 
blished that  the  friends  of  a  sinking  man  may  secure  them- 
selves by  clandestine  mortgages  of  all  that  he  has,  and  yet 
leave  him  with  the  appearance  of  the  same  substance  as  if  he 
had  made  no  mortgage,  I  fear  in  time  commissions  of  bank- 
rupts will  be  very  useless  remedies,  when  those  who  were  privy 
to  the  bankrupt's  circumstances  will  have  exhausted  all  his 
stock  in  mortgages  to  them,  and  there  is  nothing  left. to  divide 
among  his  creditors,  who  were  not  let  into  the  secret. 
"Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  several 
assignments  of  the  moiety  and  seventh  share  of  the  moiety  of 
this  partnership  stock  created  no  specific  lien  on  any  of  these 
shares.  But  that  Harvest's  moiety  is  vested  in  the  assignees, 
and  the  mortgagees  must  come  under  the  commission  as  cre- 
ditors for  their  respective  debts.  But  that  Tomkyns  in  re- 
spect of  the  utensils  fixed  will  have  a  right  to  the  satisfaction 
of  his  mortgage  so  far  as  those  will  go. 

Lord  Chief  Justice  Lee  and  Lord  Chief  Baron  Parker  con- 
curred with  me  in  this  opinion ;  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  being 
of  the  same  opinion,  decreed  accordingly. 
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IRELAND. 

(court  of  chancery.) 


The  Right  Honourable  the  Lord  ^ 
Mayor,  Sheriffi,  Commons,  and 
Citizens  of  the  City  of  Dublin, 
and  the  Rev.  William  Henry 
Archer,  Executor  of  William 
H.  Archer,  deceased  (Trea- 
surer  of  the  Corporation)  - 


L 


Appellants; 


The  Right  Honourable  Francis^ 
Blackburne,  His  Majesty's  At- 
torney-General for  Ireland,  at 
the  relation  of  John  M*Mullen, 
Richard  Purdy,  and  Henry 
Staines    


^  Respondents. 


18S5. 


CORTORATIOir 

or  DUBLXir 

V. 

AnoEvxr 

GIlintAL. 


The  corporation  of  Dublin  had  immemorially  been  seised  of  a 
water-course,  from  which  the  inhabitant  householders  of 
Dublin  had  been  supplied  with  water,  on  certain  payments 
made  by  them  under  contract  or  usage.  By  acts  of  parlia- 
ment obtained  in  1796  and  1809>  powers  were  given  to  the 
corporation  to  levy  rates  upon  the  inhabitants  and  raise 
money  on  the  credit  of  the  rates,  for  the  purpose  of  im- 
proving the  supply  of  water. 

Held,  that  the  rates  levied  under  the  authority  of  the  act  could 
not  be  applied,  under  a  resolution  or  bye-law  of  the  corpor- 
ation to  discharge  debts  incurred  or  expenditure  made  upon 
the  improvements  of  the  water-course  for  the  supply  of  the 
inhabitants  before  the  passing  of  the  acts :  nor  in  compensa- 
tion of  services  of  the  mayor  or  treasurer  of  the  corporation, 
or  salaries  of  new  officers,  or  the  increase  of  salaries  of  old 
officers. 

Held  also,  that  the  costs  of  a  former  appeal,  in  which  the  cor- 
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COEFOBATIOV 
OV  OUBLlir 

AZTOEXIT 
aEVElAU 


poration  were  respondents,  might  be  given  by  the  Court 
below  out  of  the  fund  of  the  rates,  though  not  directed  by 
the  order  made  on  the  appeal. 


XN  1823,  his  Majesty's  then  Attorney-General 
for  Ireland,  at  the  relation  of  the  Appellant 
M*Mullen,  Purdy,  Isaac  Stewart  (since  deceased), 
and  Henry  Staines,  and  the  said  John  M*Mul- 
len,  Richard  Purdy,  Isaac  Stewart,  and  Henry 
Staines,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  the  rest 
of  the  owners  or  occupiers  of  dwelling-houses 
within  the  city  of  Dublin  and  the  liberties  and 
suburbs  thereof,  and  such  parts  of  the  liberty 
of  St  Sepulchre  as  were  subject  to  the  payment 
of  pipe-water  rent,  and  of  metal-main  rates — 
filed  an  information  and  bill  in  his  Majesty's 
Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  against  the  Ap- 
pellants, stating,  amongst  other  things,  an  Act  of 
the  Parliament  of  Ireland  passed  in  the  15th 
and  l6th  years  of  the  reign  of  King  George 
the  Third,  whereby  it  was  enacted,  that  every 
housekeeper  or  occupier  in  Dublin  should  pro- 
vide for  the  use  of  such  house  or  houses  a  branch 
or  leaden  pipe,  to  convey  water  into  such  house 
or  houses,  from  the  several  mains  then  laid,  or 
thereafter  to  be  laid  by  the  said  corporation; 
and  that  the  owner  or  occupier  of  every  house 
in  the  said  city  should  pay  to,  or  to  the  use 
of  the  said  corporation,  for  such  supply  of  water, 
the  rates  in  the  said  Act  particularly  speci- 
fied ;  that  the  said  corporation  was,  by  the  said 
Act,  empowered  to  borrow  money  on  the  rates  or 
rents  granted  by  the  said  Act,  in  the  manner 
therein  prescribed. 


ON   APPEALS   AND   WRITS   OF   ERROR.  397 

The  information  further  stated,  that  an  Act       18S5. 
was  passed  in  the  49th  year   of  the  reign  of   co»po»atomi 
his    late    Majesty     King    George    the    Third,     owi^vmsm 
whereby,  after  reciting  that  it  had  become  ex- 
pedient   to    secure  a  more    ample   and   perma- 
nent  supply  of  water  to  the   inhabitants,   city, 
&c.,  it  was  enacted,   that  the  corporation  might 
demand  and   take  from   the  owner   and    occu- 
pier of  every  dwelling-house  within  the  city  of 
Dublin,  &c.,  the  annual  rates  or  rents  therein 
particularly  mentioned ;  and  that  they  might  bor- 
row at  interest,    upon  the  credit  of  the  rates 
and  rents  granted  by  the  said  Act,  and  the  Acts 
therein  recited,  such  sum  and  sums  of  money  as 
they  should  from  time  to  time  find  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  making  the  works  mentioned  in 
the  recitals  of  the  Act ;  and  that  the  treasurer  of 
the   corporation,  and  his  successors,   should  an- 
nually retain   out  of  the   rates  or  rents  there- 
by granted,   the  sum  of  2000/.,    together   with 
such  sum  and  sums  of    money   as    should    be 
equal   to   the  interest   payable   on  all  such  sum 
and  sums  of  money  as  should  thereafter  be  bor- 
rowed under  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  which 
should  be  appropriated  as  a  sinking  fund  to  pay 
off  the  sum    of  67,800/.,    and    all    such  other 
sum  and  sums  of  money  as  might  thereafter  be 
borrowed  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  Act, 
and  be  from  time  to  time  laid  out  in  purchasing 
in  the  securities  granted    or    passed    for    sach 
debt  and  debts ;   and  retain  all  interest  due  and 
owing  upon  all  such  securities  as  he  should   so 
pay  off  and  discharge,  and  apply  the  same  to  the 
further  aid  of  the  sinking  fund :    And  that  the 
treasurer  should  keep  a  separate  account  of  the 
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produce  and  amount  of  the  rates  and  rents  there- 
by  granted,  and  to  be  received  by  virtue  of  the 
Act,  and  apply  the  balance  thereof,  after  the 
retention  of  the  several  sums  of  money  directed 
as  aforesaid,  in  payment  of  the  interest  due,  and 
to  grow  due,  on  the  money  so  then  due  and 
owing,  and  thereafter  to  be  borrowed,  and  in 
constructing  and  keeping  up  the  said  works,  and 
increasing  the  sinking  fund  thereby  required  to 
be  created.  And  that  if  there  should  be  any 
surplus  of  the  several  sums  of  money  so  to  be 
received  by  the  corporation,  under  the  Act  of 
the  49  Geo.  3.,  or  the  Acts  therein  recited, 
as  often  as  the  same  should  exceed  the  sum  of 
500/.  such  excess  should  be  added  to  the  sink- 
ing fund,  and  be  applied  in  like  manner  as  the 
annual  sum  of  2000/.,  until  the  whole  of  the 
sums  of  money  then  due,  and  thereafter  to  be 
borrowed,  should  be  discharged. 

The  information  further  stated,  that  the  cor- 
poration, in  pursuance  of  the  Act,  levied  sums 
of  money  to  the  amount  of  114,865/.  9^.  3rf., 
which,  with  the  rents  for  pipe-water,  would  have 
been  sufficient  to  have  answered  all  the  purposes 
of  the  Act,  and  the  several  Acts  therein  recited. 
That  the  corporation  were  guilty  of  extravagance, 
and  had  charged  4000/.  for  each  mile  of  metal-main 
laid  down,  which  could  have  been  done  for  1500/. 
per  mile :  that  they  had  omitted  to  keep  up  the 
sinking  fund  as  directed  by  Act:  that  the  debt 
ought  to  have  been  discharged  by  the  sinking  fund 
in  1826 :  that  Q500L  was  annually  misapplied  by 
the  corporation,  and  the  salaries  of  their  officers 
unnecessarily  increased  :  that  the  accounts  of  the 
rates  had  not  been  kept  distinct,  as  directed  by  the 
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last  Act :  that  the  corporation  had  not  passed  the 
accounts  of  the  rates ;  and  had  inserted  in  their 
accounts  false  and  erroneous  charges. 

The  information  and  bill  prayed,  that  the 
Appellants,  the  mayor,  &c.  might  be  declared  trus- 
tees of  the  rates  and  rents  mentioned  in  the  Act  of 
the  49  Geo.  8.  for  the  uses,  and  purposes  therein 
declared ;  and  that  the  trusts  thereof  might  be 
carried  into  execution :  that  accounts  might  be 
taken  of  all  the  monies  received,  &c.  in  respect  of 
the  rates  or  rents  granted  by  the  Act,  and  the 
application  thereof,  and  of  the  expenses  incurred  in 
each  year  in  laying  down  cast-iron  or  metal-main 
and  service  pipes,  or  otherwise  making  additional 
alterations  and  improvements  in  the  works;  and 
of  the  sums  yearly  applied  towards  the  sinking  fund, 
from  the  time  of  passing  the  Act;  and  of  the  debts 
yearly  paid  off;  and  of  the  money  borrowed  by 
the  said  corporation  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Act,  and  then  due  on  the  credit  of  the  rates  thereby 
granted ;  and  of  the  money  applied  to  the  payment 
of  the  interest  of  the  debt  of  67,800/,,  and  of  the 
money  so  borrowed  ;  and  that  the  balance  of  the 
rates  or  rents,  upon  deducting  the  expense  of 
laying  down  cast-iron  or,  metal-main  and  service- 
pipes,  or  otherwise  making  any  additional  alter- 
ations and  improvements  in  the  said  works,  might 
be  ascertained,  and  applied  as  directed  by  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  exclusively,  &c. 

The  Defendants  by  their  answer,  filed  Feb.  10. 
1824,  stated  that  the  corporation,  for  many  years, 
had  been  seised  of  the  water-course  as  their  private 
property  ;  that  by  an  Act  6  Geo.  1.  c.  16.  and  15 
&  16  Geo.  3.  c.  24,  (Irish)  the  private  interest  of 
the  corporation  in  the  water-course  was  recognised, 
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and  that  the  corporation  had  laid  out  200,000^ 
in  the  water-works  before  1776 :  they  denied  that 
they  were  trustees  for  the  public,  and  contended 
that  the  rates  imposed  by  the  49  Geo.  3.  were  to 
continue  until  all  monies  borrowed  under  the  Act 
were  paid  off:  the  corporation  admitted  receipt  of 
rates  amounting  to  1 14,565/.  9^.  2d. ;  but  they 
denied  that  the  said  funds,  or  any  part  thereof 
had  been  improperly  applied :  that  on  the  contrary, 
the  corporation  had  accomplished  as  much  of  the 
works  required  by  the  Act  of  the  49  Geo.  3.  as 
the  funds  received  by  them  would  enable  them 
to  do,  consistently  with  the  other  purposes  of  the 
Act 

That  up  to  the  time  of  filing  the  information 
they  had  laid  down  metal -pipes  through  the  city, 
to  the  extent  of  thirty-seven  miles,  four  furlongs, 
and  twelve  perches,  and  that  the  average  expense 
for  each  mile  of  metal-main  did  not  exceed  the 
sum  of  1331/.  per  mile. 

The  cause  being  at  issue,  was  heard  before  Lord 
Manners,  then  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  on  the 
SSd  of  July  1824,  when  his  Lordship  was  pleased 
to  dismiss  the  information  with  costs. 

The  Respondents  having  appealed*  from  this 
decision  to  the  House  of  Lords  on  the  1 1th  May, 
1827,  it  was  "  ordered  t  and  adjudged,  **  that  the 
"  decree  complained  of  be  reversed  j  '*  and  after 
declaring  the  rights,  accounts  were  directed  to  be 
<'  taken,  and  the  monies  to  be  applied  in  substance 


*  See  the  report  on  the  original  hearing,  ant^,  Vol.  I.  N.  S. 
p.  312.,  where  the  information  and  bil]»  and  the  answer,  &c.  are 
more  fully  stated. 

f  See  the  order  set  forth  at  the  end  of  the  report  of  the 
case  on  the  former  hearing,  antit  qud  supr^. 
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"  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill ;  and  that  the 
**  said  court  do  all  such  things  as  shall  be  necessary 
"  to  carry  this  order  and  judgment  into  execution  j 
**  reserving  to  the  said  court  the  consideration  of 
"  further  directions,  and  the  costs  of  the  suit,  until 
"  after  the  Master  shall  have  made  his  report." 

The  order  of  the  House  of  Lords  having  been 
received,  and  made  the  order  and  decree  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  it  was  thereupon  ordered 
and  decreed,  that  the  accounts  and  references 
thereby  directed  should  be  taken  by  William 
Henn,  Esq.,  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  Court.* 
On  the  18th  of  September  1830,  the  Master  made 
his  report,  finding,  amongst  other  things,  as  fol- 
lows :  —  That  the  Appellants,  by  their  treasurer, 
received  for  and  on  account  of  sums  borrowed 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  Act  of  the  49  Geo.  3. 
c.  80.  for  the  use  of  the  said  corporation,  in  the 
several  years  therein  mentioned,  commencing  20th 
May  1809,  and  ending  20th  May  1827,  the  re- 
spective  sums  of  money  therein  stated,  and  had 
made  in  the  said  several  years  the  expenditures 
therein  respectively  specified  ;  and  that  the  Appel- 
lants had  received  in  the  several  years  in  the  re- 
port mentioned,  on  account  of  pipe-water  rates, 
the  respective  sums  therein  specified,  and  had 
applied  the  same  in  the  manner  therein  stated: 
that  the  Appellants  had  borrowed  upon  the 
credit  of  the  metal-main  rents  the  sum  of  32,000/., 
which  sum  was  secured  by  mortgages,  or  deben- 


1885. 

COEfOKATlOV 
OF   DUBUir 

ATTOEVIT 


*  Isaac  Stewart,  one  of  the  relators,  having  died,  an  order 
was  made  that  the  Plaintiff  might  proceed  in  the  cause,  not- 
withstanding his  death. 
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tures,    issued   and   framed   in  the  form  directe 
by  the   said  Act :  that  the   debt  of  67,800t  in. 
the  decree  mentioned  consisted,  first,  of  a  sum. 
of  19,100i,  raised  in  February  1809,  alleged  U^ 
be  due  to  the  Appellants  for  arrears  of  an  an- 
nual sum  of  1500/.  allocated  pursuant  to  an  act 
of  assembly  of  the  corporation,  made  on  the  lltb 
day  of  January  1779 ;  whereby  it  was  resolved, 
that  the   sum  of  1500/.  annually  be  paid  to  the 
city  treasurer,  for  the  use  of  the  city,  in  com- 
pensation for  the  several  sums  expended  by  them 
previous  to  the  Act  of  the  15  &  16  Geo.  S.  a  24. 
upon  the  pipe  water- works ;  secondly,  of  a  sum 
of  37,000/.,  raised  at  various  times  intermediate 
between  the  years   I776  and  1809,  both   inclu- 
sive,  and  charged  on  the  funds   granted  by  the 
several  former  Acts  of   Parliament,  but  for  what 
particular  purposes  the  Master  was  unable  to  set 
forth ;  and  lastly,  of  a  sum  of  1 1,000/.  raised  in 
February   1809,  for    the  purpose  of  purchasing 
ground  for  basins  and  reservoirs,  and  for  the  ex- 
penses in  forming  them :  and  that  the  said  sums 
were  secured  by  writings  under  seal  of  the  cor- 
poration,  called   debentures :  that  a  fund  bad  not 
been  provided,  according  to  the  direction  of  the 
Act  of  the  49  Geo.  3.,  for  reducing  and  discharging 
the   debt  of  67,800/.   and  the  sum   of   32,200t 
(making  together  100,000/.),  save  as  to  a  sum  of 
25,500/.:  that  the  treasurer  of  the  corporation  had 
not  annually,  as  directed  by  the  Act,  retained  out 
of  the  rates  and  rents  granted  by  the  Act  the 
sum  of  2000/.,  together  with  such  sum  and  sums 
of  money  as  would  be  equal  to  the  interest  on 
all  such  sum   and  sums   of  money  as   had  been 
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borrowed  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  and 
had  not  kept  all  such  interest  money  as  would 
become  due  and  owing  upon  all  such  securities, 
sum  and  sums  of  money,  as  he  or  they  ought  to 
have  purchased  in,  or  paid  and  discharged,  as 
directed  by  the  Act;  and  that  the  corporation 
had  not  applied  the  same,  from  time  to  time, 
to  the  further  aid  of  the  sinking  fund,  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  sum  of  2000/. ;  and  which 
sums,  by  them  not  applied  as  directed  by  the 
Act  to  be  applied  in  aid  of  the  sinking  fund, 
amounted,  on  the  25th  day  of  May,  1825,  to 
the  sum  of  74,500/. :  that  of  the  sum  of  74,500/., 
a  part,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  24,941/.  10^., 
was  applied  in  the  payment  of  interest  due  on 
the  debt  of  100,000/.,  but  which  would  not 
have  so  accrued,  if  the  aforesaid  directions  of  the 
Act,  relative  to  the  sinking  fund,  had  been  com- 
plied with;  and  that  of  the  residue  thereof, 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  49,558/.  10^.,  a  part, 
amounting  to  39,000/.  3^.  3e/.,  was  applied  in 
the  manner  specified  in  the  6th  schedule  to  the 
report  annexed ;  but  for  which  he  had  not  given 
credit,  conceiving  that  the  Appellants  were  not 
properly  entitled  thereto  under  the  decretal  order; 
but  how,  or  in  what  manner  the  residue  thereof 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  10,558/.  6s.  9d.,  had 
been  applied,  he  was  unable  to  set  forth:  that 
no  part  of  the  interest  money  which  became  due 
and  owing  on  all  or  any  of  the  securities,  sum 
and  sums  of  money  so  purchased  in,  and  paid 
off,  as  aforesaid,  were  or  had  been  applied  in 
aid  of  the  sinking  fund,  by  the  corporation,  or 
their  treasurer,  according  to  the  directions  of 
the    Act;    and    that  the    treasurer  of    the   cor- 
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18S5.  poration  had  not  kept  such  separate  and  dis« 
'■  L^l«  tinct  accounts,  as  directed  by  the  Act  of  the 
wau»  49  Geo.  S.,  of  the  receipts  and  produce  and 
amount  of  the  rates  and  rents  granted  by  the 
Act,  and  received  under  and  by  virtue  there- 
in, from  the  passing  of  tl>e  Act,  down  to  the 
S9th  of  September,  1814;  but  that  on  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  Defendant,  William  Henry 
Archer,  as  treasurer  of  the  corporation,  which 
took  place  in  the  year  1814,  he  commenced  to 
keep  such  separate  accounts  from  the  29th  of" 
September}  and  that  he  and  the  succeeding 
treasurer,  had  since  continued  to  keep  the 
same,  as  directed  by  the  Act :  that  inasmuch 
as  the  treasurer  did  not  retain  the  several  sums 
directed  by  the  Act,  as  before  stated,  he  had  not 
at  any  time  in  his  hands  such  ascertained  excess  as 
was  thereby  contemplated,  and  therefore  did  not 
apply  such  excess  as  the  Act  directed  should 
be  applied  in  the  manner  thereby  directed}  but 
that  the  corporation  did  in  fact  from  time  to 
time,  lay  out  and  apply  several  sums  in  laying  down 
cast*iron,  or  metal-main,  or  service  pipes,  and 
in  making  other  additional  works,  to  the  amount, 
in  the  1st  schedule  to  the  report  mentioned : 
that  various    deductions    had    been    made    by 

•r 

the  corporation  from  the  rates  or  rents  granted 
by  the  Act  of  the  49  Geo.  3,^  other  than  for  col- 
lating the  rates  or  rents,  namely,  sums  which 
l^y  applied  in  payment  of  increased  or  addi- 
tional salaries  to  officers  and  servants  ;  salaries  to 
newly  created  officers,  and  in  payment  of  sala^ 
ries  to  superannuated  officers,  and  their  widows 
and  families,  and  such  like  purposes,  amounting 
in  the  whole  to  the    sum   of  14,653/.  7^.  2rf., 
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and  for  which  sums,  though  not  admissible 
credits  against  the  metal-main  rates,  the  Mas- 
ter had  given  credit  against  the  pipe-water 
rates  and  rents:  that  the  said  debt  of  100,000i 
had  not  been  paid  and  discharged,  by  reason 
of  the  corporation  not  having  retained  and 
applied  the  several  sums  granted  by  the  Act 
of  49  Geo.  3,.  in  the  manner  by  the  Act  di- 
rected, having  taken  the  aforesaid  metal-main 
and  pipe-water  accounts,  in  the  manner  direct- 
ed by  the  Act ;  and  the  Master  certified,  that 
if  the  Appellants  had  complied  with  the  se* 
veral  provisions  of  the  Act  of  49  Geo.  3., 
in  the  manner  thereby  directed,  they  would 
have  bad  in  their  hands,  in  the  several  years 
thereinafter  particularly  mentioned,  excesses  over 
and  above  the  sum  of  500/.,  after  the  due  expen-. 
diture  of  both  rates  and  rents  properly  appli^ 
cable  to  the  sinking  fund,  and  forming  the 
fourth  source  provided  by  the  Act,  in  aid  of 
the  fund :  that  by  the  operation  of  the  sink- 
ing fund,  if  the  same  had  been  duly  provided 
and  applied  as  directed  by  the  Act,  the  whole 
amount  of  the  debt  would  have  been  ftdly  paid  off 
and  discharged  on  the  25th  of  March,  in  the  year 
1825 :  that  although  the  debt,  and  interest  thereon, 
ought  to  have  been  paid  off  and  discharged,  and 
there  ought  to  have  been  a  balance  of  1536^ 
Ss.  6^.  in  the  hands  c£  the  treasurer  of  the 
Defendants  on  the  20th  of  May,  1825,  the  Appel- 
lants had  continued  to  levy  and  receive  the  rates 
and  rents  granted  by  the  Act  of  the  49  Geo.  3^ 
for  two  years  longer,  to  the  20th  of  May,  1827  • 
that  the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  incurred  in 
the  preparing,  drawing,  and  passing  the  Act  of  the 
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49  Geo.  3.,  amounted  to  the  sum  of  1599/.  7^»  3rf., 
and  that  the  same  had  been  paid  and  discharged 
by  the  Defendants,  or  their  treasurer,  in  the  year 
1809.     The  master  further  stated,   that   although 
the  Appellants  had  failed  to  comply  with  the  pro- 
visions  of  the   Act  of  49  Geo.  3.  c.  80.  so  far 
as  regarded  the  liquidation  of  the  debt  of  67,800/. 
and  the  sum  of  32,200/.,  borrowed  under  the  pro- 
visions thereof,  yet  they  had  fully  complied  with 
the  provisions  thereof,  so  far  as  regarded  the  laying 
down  metal-main   and  cast-iron  service-pipes,  in- 
asmuch as  on  the  30th  day  of  March,  1823,  they 
had  laid  down  metal  pipes  to  the  extent  of  thirty- 
two  miles,  five  furlongs,  and  thirty-two  perches, 
making  on  that  day  a  total  of  fifty-five  miles,  four 
furlongs,   and  three  perches ;  and  in  the  month  of 
June,  1827,  the  whole  estimated  length  of  fifty-six 
miles  was  completed,  at  which  period  the  Appel- 
lants had  remaining  in  their  stores,  metal-pipes  suffi- 
cient to    cover  an   extent   of  two   miles,    three 
furlongs,  and  three  perches.     And  that  the  Appel- 
lants  had  since  laid  down  the  pipes  so  remain- 
ing in   their   stores,    and    also   additional    pipes, 
making  a  quantity  in  length,  of  seven  miles  and 
thirty-five   perches   over   and   above   the   length 
originally  estimated  of  fifty-six  miles,  and  which 
excess  appeared  to  have  been  rendered  necessary, 
by  reason  of  the  increasing  extent  of  the   city, 
several  new  streets    having    been  built    therein 
since  the  passing  of  the  Act 

To  the  foregoing  report,  five  exceptions  were 
filed  on  the  part  of  the  Appellants  :  — 

First,  Because  the  Master  had  not  allowed 
credit  to  the  Appellants  for  the  annual  sum  of 
1500/.  or  any  other  sum  whatever,  for  or  on  ac- 
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count  of  the  annual  income,  rent,  or  allowance 
which  had  by  long  usage  been  appropriated  out  of 
the  pipe-water  rent,  as  and  for  a  rent  or  allowance 
in  respect  of  the  estate  of  the  corporation,  in  the 
watercourse,  and  in  the  works,  and  in  part  com- 
pensation for  the  several  sums  of  money  expended 
upon  the  pipe- water  works  previous  to  the  15  &  16 
Geo.  8. 

Secondly,  because  the  Master  had  not  allowed 
credit  to  the  Appellants  for  the  annual  sum  of 
312i,  or  any  other  sura  whatsoever,  as  and  for  the 
interest  on  debentures,  amounting  to  5200/.,  which 
had  been  issued  before  the  passing  of  the  Act 
of  49  Geo.  8.,  over  and  above  the  sum  of 
67,800/.,  by  the  treasurer  of  the  corporation,  by 
whom  it  had  been  the  uniform  practice,  since  the 
Act  of  the  15  &  16  Geo.  3.,  that  debentures  should 
be  issued  on  the  credit  of  the  pipe- water  works. 

Thirdly,  because  the  Master  had  not  credited  as 
against  the  pipe- water  rent,  the  sum  of  1000/L 
per  annum  as  and  for  a  salary  or  an  allowance  to  the 
lord  mayor  and  treasurer  of  the  corporation,  and 
had  only  allowed  and  credited  to  the  corporation  in 
each  year  during  the  period,  a  poundage  of  five 
per  cent,  on  the  receipt  of  the  pipe-water  rents, 
though  evidence  was  laid  before  the  Master,  that 
by  an  act  of  assembly  passed  in  February  1809,  it 
was,  on  the  recommendation  of  a  committee  ap- 
pointed by  the  corporation,  for  inquiring  into  the 
revenue  of  the  corporation,  and  how  the  same 
might  be  increased,  and  its  expenses  lessened,  re- 
solved, that  it  would  be  much  to  the  advantage  of 
the  corporation,  to  pay  to  the  lord  mayor  and 
city  treasurer,  the  sum  of  1000/.  annually,  in  lieu 
of  poundage  or  agency,  such  sum  appearing  to  be 

£  E  3 


18S5. 

COErOlATIOX 
OF  DUBUV 

ATTOftHKT 

amaAL.) 


^8 


CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE   OF  LORDS 


1835. 


CORfOKATIOV 
or  DUBLIV 

ATTOENXT 
QinJMfc. 


less  than  the  sums  payable  to  them  for  poundage 
on  an  average  of  the  preceding  four  years  ;  and 
that  in  every  year  since  the  passing  of  the  resolu- 
tion, the  sum  of  1000/.  per  annum  had  been  uni- 
formly paid  by  the  treasurer  of  the  corporation  to 
the  lord  mayor  and  treasurer,  out  of  the  pipe- 
water  rents ;  and  that  the  same  had  been  allowed 
by  the  corporation  to  the  treasurer,  in  passing 
his  accounts. 

Fourthly,  because  the  Master  had  founds  that  if 
the  corporation  had  complied  with  the  several  pro- 
visions of  the  Act  of  49  Geo*  3.,  in  the  man- 
ner thereby  directed,  there  would  have  been  in  the 
hands  of  the  treasurer,  in  the  several  years  in  the 
report  mentioned,  excesses  over  and  above  the  ex- 
penditure of  both  the  said  rates  and  rent,  properly 
applicable  to  the  sinking  fund,  and  forming  the 
fourth  source  provided  by  the  Act  in  aid  of  the 
sinking  fund ;  whereas,  if  the  Master  had  allowed 
credit  for  the  several  sums  in  the  1st,  Sd,  and  3d 
exceptions  mentioned,  there  would  not  have  ap- 
peared any  excess  whatsoever  over  and  above 
the  sum  of  500/.  after  the  due  expenditure  of  both 
rates  which  would  have  formed  the  fourth  source 
in  aid  of  the  sinking  fund. 

Fifthly,  because  the  Master  had  certified,  that 
by  the  operation  of  the  sinking  fund,  if  the 
same  had  been  duly  provided  and  applied,  as 
directed  by  the  Act,  the  whole  amount  of  the 
debt  of  100,000/.  would  have  been  paid  off  and 
discharged  on  the  25th  day  of  March,  1825; 
whereas,  if  the  Master  had  introduced  into  the 
account  the  several  sums  in  the  1st,  2d,  and 
3d  exceptions  mentioned,  it  would  have  appear- 
ed, that  by  the  due    operation    of  the    sinking 
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fund,  the  debt  would  not  have  been  paid  off  on 
the  25th  of  March,  1825,  nor  for  a  longer  time 
afterwards. 

Lord  Plunkett,  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland, 
having  been  Attorney-General  when  the  information 
was  filed,  and  the  prosecutor  therein,  the  cause  was 
argued  upon  the  foregoing  exceptions,  and  upon 
the  merits,  on  the  24th  of  May,  1831,  and  several 
other  days,  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who 
on  the  7th  of  July,  1831,  pronounced  the  following 
decree : — 

"  That  it  appearing,  as  to  the  execution  of  the 
"  works  provided  for  under  the  statute  passed  in 
"  49th  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King 
"  George  the  Third,  intituled,  *  An  Act  for  the 
*  better  supplying  the  city  of  Dublin  with  water,' 
*  that  the  said  Defendants,  the  corporation  of 
Dublin,  on  the  30th  of  May,  1823,  had  laid 
down  metal  pipes  to  the  extent  of  thirty-two 
miles,  five  furlongs,  and  eleven  perches ;  that  on 
the  27th  of  May,  1827,  they  laid  down  fifly-five 
"  miles,  four  furlongs,  and  three  perches  of  said 
"  metal  pipes ;  that  in  the  month  of  June  1827, 
"  the  whole  estimated  length  of  fifly-six  miles  had 
been  completed ;  and  that  since  that  period, 
they  had  laid  down  an  additional  seven  miles 
"  and  thirty-five  perches  of  the  said  metal  pipes ; 
"  and  it  appearing  that  the  said  Defendants,  the 
**  corporation,  have  not  kept  distinct  accounts  of 
"  the  pipe-water  tax  and  metal-main  tax,  as  di- 
"  rected  by  the  said  Act,  until  the  29th  day  of 
"  September,  1814 ;  and  it  further  appearing,  that 
"  the  sum  of  67,800/.,  mentioned  in  the  thirteenth 
"  section  of  the  said  statute,  and  therefore  charged 
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by  the  Acts  therein  referred  to,  upon  the  pipe- 
water  tax  and  water-works  in  the  pleadings 
mentioned,  and  the  sum  of  32,200/.,  borrowed 
under  the  provisions  of  the  said  statute,  have  not 
been  paid  off  by  the  said  Defendants,  the  corpo- 
ration, by  the  application  of  the  funds  provided 
for  that  purpose  by  the  said  statute,  and  directed 
thereby  to  be  so  applied ;  and  that  the  sinking 
fund  created  and  appropriated  by  the  said  Act, 
had  not  been  applied  by  the  said  Defendants, 
the  corporation,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
the  said  Act,  and  the  trusts  vested  thereunder 
in  the  said  corporation,  and  that  only  the  sum  of 
25,500/.  had  been  redeemed  of  the  said  sum  of 
67,800/.  and  32,200/:,  making  together  100,000/., 
and  that  a  balance  of  74,500/.  of  said  100,000i, 
consisting  of  said  two  sums,  remains  outstanding 
and  unpaid  ;  and  it  appearing  that  the  said  sum 
of  100,000/.,  consisting  of  said  two  sums,  if 
the  provisions  of  the  said  statutes  in  that  behalf 
had  been  executed  by  the  said  Defendants,  the 
said  corporation,  and  the  funds  duly  applied 
pursuant  thereto,  by  the  said  corporation 
would  have  been  paid  off  on  the  20th  of  May, 
1825,  leaving  a  balance  in  the  hands  of  the  trea- 
surer of  the  said  Defendants,  the  said  corpora- 
tion, of  1536/.  3^.  6^d. ;  and  it  appearing  that  the 
said  metal-main  tax  was  continued  for  two  years 
after  the  same  20th  of  May,  1825,  when  it  ought 
to  have  ceased  ;  and  that  upon  account  of  actual 
receipts  and  payments  of  the  said  metal-main  tax, 
taken  separately  for  the  said  two  years,  ending 
20th  May,  1827,  a  balance  of  7001/.  19^.  2d. 
would  appear  in  favour  of  said  corporation  ;  and 
in  taking  the  said  account  for  said  two  years,  of 


ON   APPEALS   AND   WRITS    OF   ERROR. 


411 


"  both  the  metal-main  and  pipe- water  tax,  and  in- 
"  eluding  therein  the  said  balance  of  1536/.  S^. 
"  6^6?.,  and  excluding  therefrom   the  said  interest 
"  of  74,500/.,  a  balance  of  14,986/.  9^.  5^rf.  would 
"  appear  against   the    said  Defendants,  the   said 
**  corporation  :  —  It    is  declared    by    the    Right 
"  Honourable  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  the  said 
"  metal-main  tax  ought  to  have  ceased  on  the  20th 
"  day  of  May,  1825,  and  ought  not  now  to  be  re- 
"  sumed  or  continued;  and  that  the  relators,  and 
"  other  owners  and  occupiers  of  dwelling-houses  in 
"  the  city  of  Dublin,  and  suburbs  thereof,  and  such 
"  parts  of  the  liberties  of  St.  Sepulchre  as  are  sub- 
"  ject  to  pipe- water  rents,  ought  to  be  exempt  from 
"  the   further   payment  of  any  metal-main   tax, 
"  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  statute,  passed  as 
"  aforesaid,  in  the  said  49th  year  of  the  reign  of 
"  his  late  Majesty  King  George  the  Third,    and 
**  ought  to  be  exonerated  by  the  said  Defendants, 
«*  the  said  corporation  of  the  city  of  Dublin,  from 
"  any  further  or  future  liability  to  pay  any  tax  or 
**  sum  of  money  imposed  or  enacted  under  the  said 
"  last-mentioned  statute :  And  it  is  further  ordered, 
**  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  said  relators, 
**  and  the  said  owners  and  occupiers  of  the  said 
<<  dwelling-houses  situate  as  aforesaid,  ought  to  be 
**  exempt  from  such  liability,  and  ought  to  be  ex- 
"  onerated  by  the  said  Defendants,  the  said  corpo- 
«*  ration,  from  such  liability  ;  and  that  the  said  De- 
"  fendants,  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  Dublin, 
*<  do  and  shall,  within  six  months  from  the  date  of 
"  this  decree,  pay  off  and  discharge  the  said  sum  of 
"  74,500/.  to  the  different  persons  who  are  holders  of 
"  the  said  securities  or  debentures  for  the  said  sum 
of  74,500/.,   and  thereupon  to  procure  the  said 
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1SS5.  <<  holders  to  acquit  and  discharge  the  said  securi- 
"  ties  and  debentures :  And  it  is  further  ordered, 
<^  that  an  injunction  do  issue,  to  restrain  the  sadd 
**  Defendants,  the  said  corporation  of  the  said  city 
**  of  Dublin,  from  ftirther  collecting  or  levying  the 
"  said  metal-main  tax  from  the  said  owners  and 
*^  occupiers  of  dwelling-houses  situate  within  the 
<<  said  city  of  Dublin,  and  the  said  liberties  and 
<<  suburbs  thereof,  and  such  parts  of  the  liberties 
*^  of  St.  Sepulchre  as  are  subject  to  the  pajrment 
**  of  pipe-water  rents,  or  from  any  of  them,  until 
**  further  order.  And  it  is  further  ordered,  that 
*<  the  said  Defendants,  the  said  corporation  of  the 
<<  said  city  of  Dublin,  do  pay  the  said  relators  the 
<<  costs  of  this  suit,  to  be  taxed  as  between  so- 
"  licitor  and  client,  save  the  part  thereof  which 
<<  relates  to  the  charges  made  in  the  information 
in  this  cause  against  the  said  corporation,  which 
charge  that  the  said  corporation,  in  the  small  ex- 
<<  tent  in  which  they  had  caused  metal-main  to  be 
**  laid  down,  were  not  guided  by  the  rules  of 
"  economy  towards  the  inhabitants  of  Dublin,  but, 
"  on  the  contrary,  were  unnecessarily  extravagant 
*<  and  unmindful  of  prudent  management  i  and 
<'  that  they  had  charged  the  said  inhabitants  4O00L 
**  for  each  mile  of  said  metal^main  laid  down,  and 
**  that  they  had  not  paid  the  same,  or  if  they  had, 
<<  that  it  was  extravagant,  unnecessary,  and  an  abuse 
<^  of  their  trust ;  and  that  metal-main  of  the  same 
^<  materials  and  equal  durability  could  have  been 
"  had  from  respectable  persons  of  the  trade,  at 
"  1500/.  per  mile ;  and  it  appearing  that  no  evi- 
"  dence  has  been  given  to  support  the  said  charges, 
**  it  is  ordered,  that  the  relators  do  pay  the  said 
**  corporation  the  costs  of  that  part  of  this  suit,  to 
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<<  be  taxed  as  between  solicitor  and  client;  and  it       isss. 

*«  was  further  ordered,  that  the  same  be  deducted    J^i"*^ 

«*  from  the  said  costs,  as  decreed  to  the  relators ;      ^  »w«»™ 

**  and  accordingly,  it  was  further  ordered^  that  it 

**  be^  and  is  hereby  referred  to  William  Henn,  £sq.| 

*Uhe  Master  in  this  cause,  to  tax  and  ascertain 

**  the  said  costs^  and  to  certify  the  balance :   And 

*«  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the   Rev.    William 

««  Henry  Archer,  the  executor  of  William  Henry 

**  Archer  deceased^  do  have  his  costs  in  this  suit 

**  against  the  relators ;  and  it  is  further  ordered^ 

<*  that  the  relators  do  have  the    same  over  with 

*<  the  balance  of  costs,  as  decreed  against  the  said 

^^  Defendants,  the  said  corporation ;  and  accord* 

**  ingly,  it  was  further  ordered^  that  the  said  Plain^ 

<<  tiffS)  the  relators^  may  make  up  and  enrol  a 

**  decree  with  costs  as  aforesaid,  for  the  perform^ 

**  ance  whereof  the  process  of  this  Court  is  from 

**  time  to  time  to  issue,  as  in  such  cases  is  usual.'' 

This  decree  was  enrolled  in  his  Majesty's  Court 
of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  on  the  1st  of  September, 
18SL 

The  relators  having  furnished  their  costs> 
amounting  to  a  sum  of  6671/*  Is^  8^>  (in  which 
were  included  several  charges  for  costs  of*  the 
appeal  before  the  House  of  Lords,  to  the 
amount  in  the  whole  of  I6IOL  6^.;  also  a  sum  of 
1  lOOL  chained  as  paid  to  one  John  O'Brien,  an 
accountant  employed  on  the  part  of  the  relators^ 
for  making  out  schedules,  and  accounts  annexed 
to  the  Master's  report ;  and  a  sum  of  I7L  Is.  3<L, 
charged  as  paid  to  one  Mr.  Morgan,  short-hand 
writer,  for  taking  notes  of  counsel's  arguments,  on 
the  hearing  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court;  and 
2/.  for  making  copy  thereof),  William  Henn,  Esq., 
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the  Master  to  whom  the  cause  was  referred  pro- 
ceeded on  the  taxation  of  the  said  costs ;  and 
on  the  5th  of  December,  1831,  certified,  that 
pursuant  to  the  decree  in  the  cause,  bearing  date 
the  7th  of  July  last,  he  had,  in  the  presence  of  his 
solicitors  concerned  for  the  Plaintiflfs  and  De- 
fendants, taxed  the  said  bill  of  costs  between  soli- 
citor and  client,  so  far  as  he  conceived  the  same 
was  properly  taxable  by  him,  to  the  sum  of 
3719/.  6s.  7^rf.  sterling ;  but  that  inasmuch  as  the 
bill  included  the  costs  incurred  in  prosecuting  the 
appeal  in  the  House  of  Lords,  amounting  to 
1610/.  6s.y  which  costs  he  had  not,  as  he  conceived, 
any  jurisdiction  to  tax,  he  had  declined  to  tax 
those  costs  J  and  that  as  it  appeared  by  the  letters 
of  William  Courtenay,  Esq.,  first  clerk  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  bearing  date  the  26th  of  August, 
1831,  and  of  J.  S.  Heptinstal,  one  of  the  sworn 
clerks  in  Chancery  in  England,  for  assisting  the 
masters  for  the  taxation  of  costs,  bearing  date  the 
22d  of  November,  1831,  and  addressed  to  Messrs. 
Forbes  and  Hale,  the  solicitors  for  the  Plainti£&  in 
the  conducting  of  the  said  appeal,  that  such  costs 
were  not  properly  taxable  by  any  oflScer  legally 
authorised,  he,  the  Master,  had  allowed  them  as  fur- 
nished ;  and  which  being  added  to  the  aforesaid 
sum  of  3719/.  Gs.  7^d.j  amounted  to  the  sum  of 
5329/.  12s.  7 id.  And  that  he  had  likewise,  in 
pursuance  of  the  decree,  in  the  presence  of  the  so- 
licitors, also  taxed  as  between  solicitor  and  client, 
the  costs  awarded  by  the  decree  to  the  Defend- 
ants, to  the  sum  of  22/.  125.  lOd.  And  the  Mas- 
ter further  allowed  to  the  Respondents,  the  sum  of 
600/.,  part  of  the  sum  of  1 100/.  charged  in  the  bill 
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as  paid  to  John  O'Brien,  an  accountant ;  the  sum 
of  IJL  Is.  3d.  charged  as  paid  to  Morgan  short- 
hand writer ;  and  the  sum  of  2/.  for  making  fair 
copy  of  notes. 

The  Appellants  conceiving  themselves  to  be  ag- 
grieved by  this  taxation,  and  by  the  certificate  of 
the  Master,  applied  to  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  for  an 
order  that  the  Master  should  revise  and  review  his 
taxation  of  the  costs  certified  by  him,  in  respect  of  so 
much  thereof  as  included  and  allowed  as  part  of  the 
costs  payable  by  the  Appellants,  the  costs  incur- 
red in  prosecuting  the  appeal  before  the  House  of 
Lords ;  also  in  respect  to  the  several  charges  made 
in  the  bill,  for  sums  alleged  to  have  been  paid  to 
John  O'Brien,  accountant ;  and  also  in  respect  of 
the  sums  of  I7/.  1^.  3d.  and  2/.  The  Master  of 
the  Rolls  ordered  the  motion  to  stand  over  to 
Hilary  term,  in  order  that  he  might  be  satisfied 
upon  certain  inquiries  which  he  intended  to  have 
made,  as  to  whether  the  House  of  Lords,  by  their 
decree,  gave,  or  intended  to  have  given,  the  costs 
of  the  appeal. 

In  answer  to  inquiries  directed  by  his  Honor  to 
be  made  upon  that  subject,  his  Honor  was  in- 
formed by  an  officer  of  the  House  of  Lords,  that 
the  terms  of  the  order  of  the  11th  of  May,  1827, 
referred  only  to  the  costs  in  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, and  were  not  intended  to  apply  to  the  costs 
of  appeal. 

The  motion  having  came  on  to  be  further  heard, 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  made  an  order,  bearing 
date  the  25th  of  January,  1832,  whereby,  after 
reciting  that  it  appeared  to  the  Court,  that  under 
the  decree  in  the  cause,  bearing  date  the  7th  of 
July,  1831,  the  costs  of  the  suit  were  therein  de- 
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1885.  creed  to  be  paid  by  the  Appellants,  the  corporatiQD 
'^"^^  of  the  city  of  Dublin,  to  be  taxed  as  between  solid- 
orMKor  tor  and  client,  for  the  purpose  of  indemnifying  the 
relators  from  all  costs  and  expenses  necessarily 
and  properly  incurred  in  the  cause,  by  reason  of 
the  balance  of  the  trust^^funds  specified  in  die 
decree,  found  chargeable  against  the  corporatioD, 
to  and  for  the  SOth  May,  1827,  namely,  the  sum 
of  14,986/.  9^.  5\d.%  and  that  the  balance  of 
14,986/.  9^*  5yi.  was  expressly  recited  in  the  de- 
cree, amongst  the  grounds  thereof;  it  was  declared, 
that  the  relators  were  entitled,  by  reason  of  the 
balance  of  the  trust- Ainds,  to  be  indemnified  by  tkt 
corporation  for  their  costs  and  expenses  necessarily 
and  properly  incurred  in  the  suit,  in  taxing  the 
same  under  the  decree  in  the  cause,  as  between  so- 
licitor and  client,  and,  accordingly,  that  the  Mas- 
ter's certificate  was  right,  in  including  the  costs 
and  expenses  of  the  relators  in  prosecuting  tiie  ap- 
peal, subject  to  the  review  thereof^  thereinafler  or- 
dered ;  and  accordingly,  it  was  further  ordered, 
that  the  Master  should  review  the  items  of  the 
sum  of  1610/.  6^.  6£f.,  and  should,  in  reviewing 
the  same,  allow  only  such  costs,  disbursements, 
and  expenses  as  were  properly  and  necessarily  in- 
curred by  the  relators  in  prosecuting  the  appeal. 
And  it  was  further  ordered,  that  the  Master  should 
review  the  other  costs  specified  in  the  certificate, 
in  relation  to  the  sums  of  I7/.  \s.  3d.  and  2/L  spe- 
cified in  the  prayer  of  the  petition ;  and  no  rule 
was  made  as  to  the  rest  of  the  application  :  And 
it  was  ordered,  that  as  the  question  of  the  costs 
and  expenses  of  the  relators,  and  prosecuting  the 
appeal,  had  not  been  raised  or  opened,  either  by 
the   relators  or  by    the  corporation,    upon    the 
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hearing  of  the  cause  in  the  Court,  when  the  de- 
cree, bearing  date  the  7th  day  of  July,  1831  was 
pronounced,  the  relators  and  Appellants  should 
respectively  abide  their  own  costs  on  the  motion. 

The  Appellants  complained  of  the  decree  of  the 
7th  of  July,  1831,  and  of  the  Master's  report,  in 
the  following  particulars,  viz.,  that  the  Appellants 
had  been  thereby  deprived  of  all  credit  in  the  ac- 
count of  pipe- water  rents,  during  the  several  years 
for  which  the  accounts  had  been  taken,  for  the 
annual  sum  of  1500/.,  being  the  annual  income, 
rent,  or  allowance  appropriated  out  of  the  said 
pipe-water  rents,  as  and  for  a  rent  or  allowance  in 
respect  of  the  estate  of  the  Appellants  in  the 
said  watercourse  and  works  thereof^  and  as  part 
compensation  for  the  sums  expended  by  them 
upon  said  works,  previous  to  the  Act  of  the  15th 
and  l6th  years  of  his  late  Majesty  George  the 
Third,  and  which  had  actually  been  so  applied  and 
allocated  from  the  year  1779. 

That  credit  had  also  been  refused  to  the  Appel- 
lants, out  of  the  pipe- water  rates,  during  the  seve- 
ral years  for  which  the  Master  had  taken  said 
accounts,  for  the  said  annual  sum  of  312/.,  being 
the  interest  actually  paid  by  the  Appellants  to  the 
holders  of  debentures,  amounting  to  5200L,  which 
had  been  issued  before  the  passing  of  the  said  Act 
of  the  49th  of  his  said  late  Majesty  George  the 
Third,  on  tlie  credit  of  the  said  pipe- water  works, 
over  and  above  the  67,800/.  in  said  decree  men- 
tioned, and  was  at  the  time  of  taking  said  ac- 
counts, outstanding  and  due  to  the  holders  of  de- 
bentures. 

That  by  the  said  decree  and  said  Master's  report, 
the  Appellants  had  been    refused   credit  out  of 
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the  pipe-water  rates  for  the  sum  of  1000/.  per  an- 
num, during  the   several    years  for    which    said 
Master  had  taken  said  account,  as  and  for  a  salary 
or  allowance  to  the  lord  mayor  and  treasurer  of 
said  corporation,  and  have  only  been  allowed  cre- 
dit for  an  annual  poundage  of  five  per  cent,  in  the 
receipts  of  said  pipe-water  rents,  though  in  fact,  ia 
every  year  since  1809,  the  said  sum  of  1000/.  per 
annum  had  been  uniformly  paid  to  the  said  lord 
mayor  and  treasurer,  out  of  said  pipe- water  rents. 
That  taking  into  consideration  the  credit  to  which 
the  Appellants  claimed  to  be  entitled,  there  would 
not  appear  any  excess  whatsoever  over  and  above  the 
sum  of  500/.,  after  the  due  expenditure  of  both 
said  rates,  which  could  form  the  said  fourth  source 
in  aid  of  the  sinking  fund ;  nor  could  it  appear, 
nor  is  it  justly  to  be  inferred,  that  by  the  due  ope- 
ration  of  the  said  sinking  fund,  the  said  debt  would 
have  been  paid  off  on  the  25th  of  March,  1825, 
nor  for  a  long  time  afterwards. 

That  under  the  circumstances  appearing  in  evi- 
dence, and  detailed  in  the  reports,  costs,  as  be- 
tween solicitor  and  client,  ought  not  to  have  been 
awarded  against  the  Appellants ;  and  that  in  addi- 
tion to  those  costs,  which  were  decreed  to  be  paid 
by  the  Respondents,  the  Appellants  ought  to  have 
had  their  costs  against  the  relators  consequent 
upon  the  following  charges  in  the  said  information, 
viz. :  "  That  the  Appellants,  for  the  purpose  of 
"  making  the  balance  appear  to  be  in  favour  of 
"  themselves,    had   introduced   certain  false  and 

erroneous   items  in  their  accounts,    annually; 
*  and  that  it  appeared  by  the  said  books  of  tiie 

corporation,  and  was  the  fact,  that  there  were 
**  contained  false,  erroneous,  and  improper  charges. 
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«*  in  the  several  years  therein  mentioned,  of  the 
•*  several  large  sums  therein  mentioned,  and 
"  amounting  to  the  sum  of  296,800/.  Ss.  4rf.," 
the  said  relators  having  wholly  failed  in  proving 
the  same;  and  that  under  such  circumstances, 
no  costs  whatever  ought  to  have  been  awarded 
against  the  Appellants. 

The  Appellants  also  complained  against  the 
order  of  the  25th  of  January,  1832,  and  the  tax- 
ation of  the  Master  therein  referred  to,  inasmuch 
as  no  sum  whatever  ought  to  have  been  allowed 
against  the  Appellants,  for  costs  of  the  appeal  to 
the  House  of  Lrords. 

The  appeal  was  against  the  decree  of  the  7th 

July,  1831,  and  the  order  of  the  25th  of  January, 

1832. 

For  the  Appellants,  Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr. 
Tinney. 

The  order  of  the  11th  of  May,  1827,  con- 
tained  no  directions  to  take  any  account  of  the 
pipe-water  rents  \  and  even  though  it  should  be 
conceded  that  such  an  account  was  authorised, 
as  incidental  to  those  ordered,  yet  such  account 
ought  to  have  been  taken  solely  with  a  view  to  as- 
certain whether  there  had  been  any  excess  over 
the  usual  and  actual  expenditure  out  of  the  pipe- 
water  rents,  such  excess  only  having  been  in- 
tended by  the  legislature  to  form  a  source  of  the 
sinking  fund,  as  should  appear  to  be  justly  charge- 
able as  profits  of  the  corporation,  after  all  outgoings, 
including,  amongst  others,  a  fair  allowance  for  the 
outlay  of  capital,  and  the  value  of  property  em- 
barked in  the  pipe-water  works. 

It  was  not  the  intention  of  the  order  of  the 
House  of  Lords,  nor  oi^  the  Metal-main  Act,  to 
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interfere  with,  or  disturb,  any  disposition  or  allo- 
cation of  the  pipe-water  rates,  existing  and  sanc- 
tioned by  usage  previously  to  the  passing  of  diat 
Act,  and  consequently,  the  Master  was  not  war- 
ranted in  disallowing  the  annual  sum  of  1500^ 
which  had  in  fact  been,  since  the  year  1799f  de- 
ducted out  of  the  pipe- water  rents,  or  considering 
that  sum  as  forming  any  ingredient  in  such  excess 
as  was  alone  contemplated  by  the  Metal-main  Act 
as  a  source  of  the  sinking  fund. 

The  excess  so  contemplated,  was  such  excess,  if 
any,  of  the  income  from  pipe- water  rents,  after  the 
then  usual  and  understood  deductions  from  the 
same,  as  would  be  part  of  the  general  funds  of  the 
corporation,  and  applicable  to  its  ordinary  purposes, 
or  the  clear  annual  profit,  after  all  expenses,  includ- 
ing, amongst  others,  the  said  sum  of  1500L  a  year, 
as  interest  upon  original  outlay  of  capital  and  es- 
tate, and  annual  sum  of  1000/.  as  expenses  of 
collection. 

The  sum  of  5S00/.,  on  which  the  annual  sum 
of  312/.  was  actually  paid  by  the  Appellants, 
was  an  existing  and  valid  incumbrance  upoD 
the  pipe-water  rates  at  the  time  of  passing  the 
Metal-main  Act,  and  the  interest  thereof  formed  a 
proper  deduction  from  the  receipts  of  the  pipe- 
water  rents,  and  therefore  it  was  unjust  and  impro- 
per to  disallow  to  the  Appellants  the  annual  sum 
of  312/.  so  paid. 

The  primary  object  of  the  Act  of  the  4©  Geo.  3. 
was  the  securing  a  more  ample  and  permanent 
supply  of  water  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  city 
of  Dublin,  and  to  prevent  the  frequent  break- 
ing up  of  the  pavements  of  the  streets  of  the 
city,   for  the    purposes   of  repairing    the   pipe- 
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water   works    thereof;    and    although   it  appears 
by  the  Master's  report,  that  the  Appellants  did 
not  strictly  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
of  49    Geo.  3.y    so  far  as  regarded  the   liquid- 
ation of  the  debt  of  67i800/.,  and  the  sum  of 
32,200/.  borrowed  under  the  provisions  thereof; 
yet  it  is  found  by  the    Master,    that  they   had 
fully   complied  with  the  provisions    thereof,    so 
far  as  regarded  the  laying  down  metal-main  and 
cast-iron  service  pipes,  and   had  not  only  com* 
pleted  the  full   estimated  length  of  metal-main 
pipes,    but    had    laid    down    additional    pipes, 
making  a  quantity  in  length  of  seven  miles  and 
thirty-five  perches   over    and    above    the   length 
originally    estimated,   of  fifty-six  miles.     And   it 
is  not  stated  in  the  report,  nor  could  it  be  truly 
stated,  that  the   Appellants  could,  by  means  of 
the  metal-main  rates,   have  strictly  followed  the 
directions  of  the  Act  relative  to  the  sinking  fund, 
and  at  the  same  time  have   continued  to  carry 
on  the  metal-main  works ;    so  that  a  literal  ad- 
herence to  the  terms  of  the  Act,  as  to  the  sink- 
ing fund,  must  have  led    to  a    sacrifice  of  the 
paramount  object  intended  by  the   Act,  that  is» 
the  lajdng  down  the  mains. 

The  application  of  the  metal-main  rates,  made 
by  the  Appellants,  even  supposing  it  not  to 
have  been  sanctioned  by  a  rigid  construction  of 
the  statute,  so  far  from  having  been  fraudulent 
or  mala  Jide^  was,  on  the  contrary^  an  honest 
and  fair  one,  the  consequence  of  it  having  beetle 
that  instead  of  having  the  debt  of  lOO^OOOA  ptfld 
off,  and  the  pipe-water  rents  (the  Appellants*  own 
property)  left  clear,  and  unencumbered,  whilst 
the  works  would  have  been  greatly  protracted, 
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or  altogether  stopped,  and  great  delay  and  ex* 
pense  thereby  caused  to  the  citizens  of  Dublin, 
the  Appellants  have  actually  completed  much 
more  than  the  estimated  quantity  of  mains,  by 
which  the  public  has  been  benefited,  and  have 
left  the  residue  now  due  of  the  debt,  a  con- 
tinuing charge  upon  their  own  income  arising 
from  the  pipe-water  rents. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  decree  or  order  that  the  Appellants 
should  pay  to  the  Respondents  any  sum  on  ac- 
count of  costs  of  the  former  appeal  to  the  House 
of  Lords  ;  with  respect  to  which  costs,  the  House 
of  Lords  made  no  order  on  remitting  the  cause  to 
that  cornet 

For  the  Respondents,  Sir  William  Home  and 
Sir  Edward  SiLgden. 

There  is  no  ground  for  the  objection  that  the 
costs  of  the  proceedings  in  the  House  of  Lords 
upon  the  former  appeal,  though  not  directed  by  the 
order  of  the  House  of  Lords,  had  been  allowed  by 
the  Master's  report  confirmed  in  the  Court  below. 
Where  a  bill  is  filed,  and  a  decree  made  for  an 
account,  nothing  is  done  as  to  costs  upon  the 
original  hearing,  but  is  reserved  for  further  direc- 
tions ;  the  cause  was  remitted  by  the  House  to 
make  a  decree  on  the  principle  declared  by  the 
House.  What  was  done  in  the  House  was,  in 
effect,  a  proceeding  in  the  cause ;  and  this  being 
a  case  of  charity,  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
courts  of  equity,  where  there  is  a  fund  and  no 
demerit  in  the  Relator  the  costs,  both  direct  and  in- 
cidental, are  given  by  the  Court.  Tliat  there  is  a 
fund  is  admitted,  and  it  makes  no  difference  in 
principle  that  it  is  outstanding.     It  would  be  paid 
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into  court  on  application.  The  Relators  and 
Plaintiffs  by  the  information  and  bill  have  advanced 
the  interests  of  the  charity  and  increased  the  fund, 
and  their  expenses  ought  to  be  and  in  practice  are 
allowed.  They  are  not  asked,  as  against  the  de- 
fendants, but  out  of  the  fund.  Whether  there 
would  be  a  fund  could  not  be  known  until  after 
the  appeal  was  heard,  and  the  account  directed  to 
be  taken,  for  which  reason  no  directions  were 
given  by  the  House  on  that  point  The  House 
sitting  as  a  Court  of  Equity  will  follow  the  prac- 
tice of  Equity  and  give  costs  to  all  parties  out  of 
the  fund.  This  is  the  settled  practice  in  cases  of 
trust  and  charity  where  the  parties  have  not  been 
guilty  of  misconduct.  The  want  of  power,  or 
practice,  or  officers  of  the  House  to  tax  the  costs, 
is  no  impediment.  It  was  not  so  considered  in 
Lord  Rendlesham  v.  Woodford  *j  where  upon  a 
suit  to  set  aside  a  will,  the  House  referred  it  to  the 
Court  of  Chancery  to  deal  with  the  costs  as  they 
thought  fit  So  in  Atkyns  v.  Wright  t,  a  question 
upon  the  construction  of  a  devise  as  to  what  power 
the  devisee  had  of  cutting  timber,  on  which  de- 
pended  the  value  of  the  estate,  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  below  was  reversed,  and  upon  a  new  bill 
filed  on  the  same  question,  the  decree  in  the  new 
suit  was  reversed  on  appeal.  X  Nothing  in  either 
of  the  orders  or  the  appeals  was  directed  as  to 
costs,  yet  the  costs  of  both  appeals  were  given  by 
Lord  Eldon  after  full  argument  on  that  point,  and 
objections  urged  on  the  ground  now  taken  by  the 
Appellants.  So  in  Noel  v.  Lord  Henley  §,  where 
the  order  was  "to  do  as  seems   just,'*    and  on 

*  D.  P.  23d  Jan.  1825.  MS.      f  !>•  P-  26th  Mar.  1823.  MS. 
X  D.  P.  July,  1823.  MS.  $  D.  P.  1823.  MS. 
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this  direction  the  costs  of  the  appeal  were  given. 
The  case  as  to  personal  costs  is  difTerent.  If 
they  are  not  given  expressly  by  order  of  the  House, 
tliey  cannot  be  given  to  the  Court  below  upon  the 
remit  But  where  there  is  a  fund,  the  Court  having 
jurisdiction  over  the  fund  may  give  to  all  parties 
their  full  costs.  The  order  is,  that  the  Appellants 
retain  their  own,  and  pay  the  Appellants'  costs  out 
of  the  fund  ascertained  to  be  in  their  hands  by  the 
Master's;  Report 

Upon  the  merits  it  was  argued  for  the  Respond- 
ents, that  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
pipe-water  and  metal-main  Acts,  taken  in  con- 
junction with  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the 
case,  the  decree  and  order  appealed  from  were 
right  in  refusing  to  allow  the  Appellants  credit  for 
the  several  annual  and  other  payments  sought  to 
be  obtained  upon  the  exceptions  and  appeal. 


Lord  Brougham  :  —  This  case  was  heard  at 
great  length  in  the  course  of  the  last  session.  The 
final  determination  was  put  ofi'  in  consequence  of 
doubts  entertained  by  one  of  your  Lordships*, 
the  late  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  who 
assisted  in  hearing  the  case,  in  which  doubts  I  did 
not  concur.  If  my  noble  and  learned  friend 
had  still  entertained  those  doubts,  the  best  course 
would  have  been,  that  the  case  should  be  heard 
again  by  one  counsel  on  a  side,  as  it  appeared  to 
fne  highly  desirable  that  the  consideration  of  this 
case  should  not  be  further  postponed.  Great  in- 
convenience has  arisen,  I  may  say  great  public 
inconvenience,  in  Ireland,  from  the  delay  which 
has  taken  place,  and  it  is  manifestly  expedient  that 
it  should  be  no  longer  continued.     I  therefore  in- 

♦  Lord  Wynford. 
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tended  to  communicate  with  my  noble  and  learned 
friend  (who,  from  the  unfortunately  continued 
indisposition  under  which  he  has  laboured,  has  not 
been  able  to  attend  here,  and  is  not  likely,  as  I  un- 
derstand, to  attend  before  the  Easter  recess),  in 
order  to  ascertain  how  far  his  doubts  still  continued, 
or  whether  they  had  been  removed,  I  have  great 
satisfaction  in  finding,  by  a  letter  which  has  been 
handed  to  me,  that  my  noble  and  learned  friend 
has  reconsidered  the  case,  and  that  those  doubts 
which  he  formerly  experienced,  and  which  were 
the  only  ground  for  postponing  the  judgment, 
have  been  by  further  consideration  removed,  he 
now  holds  the  same  opinion  which  I  have  done 
from  the  first,  and  he  authorizes  me  to  state  to 
your  Lordships  that  he  concurs  in  that  opinion, 
which  is  in  favour  of  the  judgment  of  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls. 

My  noble  and  learned  friend  makes  a  num- 
ber of  observations,  which  I  shall  mention  to  your 
Lordships  to  show  how  completely  his  doubts  have 
been  removed,  though  I  do  not  wish  to  be  under- 
stood by  stating  them,  as  entirely  concurring  in 
those  observations.  He  says,  **  I  now  think  that  the 
judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  Ireland  is 
in  every  point  right,  and  that  the  appeal  should  be 
dismissed  with  costs.  I  can  find  no  legal  origin  of 
the  right  to  the  annual  allowance  of  1500/.  claimed 
and  taken  by  the  corporation ;  I  also  think  the  cor- 
poration were  not  warranted  in  paying  a  fixed  sum 
to  the  treasurer  instead  of  a  proper  per  centage  on 
the  sums  received  by  him,  and  that  they  had  no  co- 
lour of  a  pretence  for  permitting  their  Lord  Mayor 
to  take  500/.  a  year,  or  any  other  sum  out  of  the 
water-tax  on  the  citizens  of  Dublin.     Strike  tiiese 
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items  out  of  the  account,  and  the  debts  provided 
for  by  the  different  acts  would  have  been  p^d  off 
at  the  period  mentioned  by  the   Master  of  the 
Rolls ;  but  if  the  1,500/L  a  year  and  the  other  items 
had  a  legal  origin,  the  acts  contain   no    provision 
for  their  payment,  either  out  of  the  pipe-water  or 
metal-main   rates;    on  the   contrary,   a    dififerent 
appropriation  of  the  money  raised  by  them  is  ex- 
pressly directed.     The  first  account  that  we  have 
of  any  right  of  the  city  of  Dublin  to  the  water,  for 
the  supply  of  the  inhabitants,   is    in    the  6th  of 
G,  1.,  which  we  all  know  was  a  period  of  very 
great  speculation.     It  appears  that  the  corporatioo 
had  then  only  a  stream  of  water  running  through 
the  city,  and  from  which   the  inhabitants  were 
permitted  to  supply  themselves  by    pipes  intro- 
duced into  it  at  their  own  expense,  or   by  any 
other  means.     This  stream  is  described  as  having 
anciently  belonged  to  the  corporation,  which  is 
required  by  the  statute  to  incur  certain  expenses 
for  securing  the  supply  and  preserving  the  parity 
of  the  water.     I  think  that  although  this  stream  is 
stated  to  be  vested  in  the  corporation,  they  only 
held  it  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  town.    Cor- 
porations have  been  frequently  made    trustees  of 
property,  for  the  use  of  ^those  who  live  within  the 
limits  of  their  franchise.     The  application  of  cor- 
porate  funds  for  the  preservation  and  improvement 
of  this  property  was  as  proper  as  any  use  that  could 
have  been  made  of  them.     If  such  applications 
were  more  frequently  made,  we  should  have  had 
fewer  complaints  of  these  bodies.      Although  this 
is  stated  to  be  an  ancient  right  in  the  corporation, 
nothing  appears  to   have  been  ever  paid  by  the 
inhabitants  of  Dublin  to  the  corporation  for  the 
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benefit  which  they  derive  from  it  The  first  men- 
tion  made  of  this  rent  is  in  a  bye  law  made  by 
the  corporation  on  the  22d  of  January,  1799,  in 
which  it  is  said  that  no  sums  borrowed  on  account 
of  the  pipe-water  revenue  shall  be  appropriated  to 
any  other  use,  until  they  have  discharged  the 
sums  borrowed  on  that  credit,  except  the  sum 
of  1,500/.  annually  paid  to  the  Treasurer  for 
the  use  of  the  city.  It  appears  from  this,  that 
it  was  never  paid  antecedently  to  this  period, 
and  that  this  is  the  making  of  a  new  charge 
for  the  benefit  of  those  who  created  it  Such 
a  bye  law,  on  every  principle  that  is  appli- 
cable to  bye  laws,  is  bad :  it  must  be  recollected 
also,  that  it  was  made  afrer  the  15  &  1 6  G.  3. 
had  made  a  different  appropriation  of  these  funds. 
Let  us  now  look  at  the  statutes.  The  15  &  16  G.  3., 
which  is  the  most  favourable  to  the  corporation, 
authorises  the  raising  of  the  pipe-water  rents  for 
the  construction  of  new  mains,  and  otherwise  ex- 
tending the  water- works ;  and  by  the  11th  section, 
the  corporation  are  empowered  to  borrow  upon  the 
credit  of  the  said  rates  and  rents  such  sums  as 
they  shall  find  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this 
act  What  right  has  the  corporation  to  prejudice 
the  creditors  by  a  postponement  of  their  payments, 
or  by  taking  away  any  part  of  the  sums  specifically 
appropriated  to  their  payment  and  the  completing 
the  water-works  ?  It  is  expressly  found,  that  had 
not  the  water- work  rates  been  applied  in  satisfac- 
tion of  the  city  claim,  and  to  other  purposes  not 
sanctioned  by  the  act,  the  debts  would  long  since 
have  been  satisfied.  The  49th  of  G.  3.  makes  this 
question  perfectly  clear.  By  the  11th  section  the 
corporation   is   empowered  to  borrow   at  interest 
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upon  the  credit  of  the  rates  and  rents  granted  by 
the  said  recited  acts  and  of  this  act,  money  for  the 
making  reservoirs,  and  laying  cast  iron  or  metil- 
main  and  service  pipes.  Among  the  acts  recitad 
in  the  49th  of  G.  3.  is  that  of  the  15  &  16G.  3. 
By  the  ISth  section  of  the  49  G.  3.  all  the  money 
raised  under  all  these  acts  is  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  payment  of  the  debt  of  67,800i,  to  pay  2000i 
annually  towards  the  interest  of  that  debt,  and  of 
such  sums  as  may  be  afterwards  borrowed  for  the 
purpose  of  completing  the  works,  and  for  the  sink- 
ing fund  for  the  reduction  of  these  debts.  By  the 
l6th  section  it  is  enacted,  if  there  be  any  surplus 
either  of  the  money  raised  under  this  act  or  of  the 
recited  acts,  the  excess  shall  be  added  to  the  sink- 
ing fund  above  provided  for.  If  the  corporati(Hi 
had  any  claim  for  the  1500L  rent,  or  the  lOOOiL  for 
the  Lord  Mayor,  or  a  1000/.  for  the  treasurer,  or 
the  interest  of  the  money  raised  by  debenture,  they 
should  have  asserted  it  at  the  time  of  the  passing 
of  this  act,  which  now  precludes  them  from  claim- 
ing credit  on  these  accounts  against  these  rates  in 
any  court  of  justice. 

I  have  stated  already,  that  in  every  tittle  <xf  these 
observations  on  the  construction  of  these  acts,  I  do 
not  entirely  concur ;  but  in  the  main  I  go  along 
with  my  noble  and  learned  friend  in  his  reasonings 
upon  them.  There  remains,  therefore,  no  longer 
any  material  difference  of  opinion  between  my 
noble  and  learned  friend  and  myself  upon  this  sub- 
ject ;  I  do  not  know  indeed  that  the  difference 
went  further  than  a  doubt,  but  which  doubt  pre- 
vented my  noble  and  learned  friend  from  concur- 
ring with  me  in  the  opinion  that  the  decree  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  should  be  affirmed.     I  now. 
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therefore,  move  your  lordships  that  the  decree  of 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  should  be  affirmed.  It 
was  a  decree  as  a  matter  of  form  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  but  substantially  and  properly  it  was  a 
decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls.  But  as  all 
appeals  come  from  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  or  the 
Vice  Chancellor  through  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
it  becomes  an  appeal  from  the  Great  Seal  on  the 
signing  of  the  decree  by  the  Lord  Chancellor 
previous  to  the  appeal.  This  decree  ought  to  be 
afiirmed ;  and  considering  who  the  parties  are,  I 
move  your  lordships  that  it  be  affirmed  with  costs, 
the  amount  to  be  ascertained  in  the  manner  in 
which  the  amount  of  costs  incurred  is  usually  as- 
certained under  the  order  of  this  House. 
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Lord  Plunkett.  —  Though  I  happened  to  be 
present  at  the  time  when  this  case  was  argued 
before  your  lordships,  I  took  no  part  in  the  hearing 
of  the  cause,  and  I  wish  now  to  decline  taking  any 
part  in  the  decision  of  it,  because  I  had  been  re- 
cently before  I  quitted  the  bar,  counsel  in  the 
cause.  I  think  it  right  to  mention  that,  lest  it 
should  be  supposed  that  I  differed  in  opinion  from 
my  noble  and  learned  friends  who  have  given  their 
opinions  on  the  case. 

Decree  canned  withJuU  costs. 
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ENGLAND. 

(court  of  chancery.) 

James  Ackers  (formerly  calledjAMES  1 

Coops  J  an  Infant,  by  Nathaniel  t  Appellant; 
Charles  Milne,  his  Guardian     -  J 

Sophia  Phipps,  Widow    -      -         -     Itespondent. 

A.  by  his  will,  gave  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  his  messuage  wliidi 
he  held  for  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years  and  his  goods,  and 
if  she  died  before  his  estate  and  interest  should  determine, 
he  directed  that  the  messuage  &c.,  should  vest  in  his  ex- 
ecutors, and  be  applicable  to  the  purposes  after  declared  ii 
his  will,  concerning  his  personal  estate :  he  devised  all  fas 
lands  &c.,  and  leasehold  messuages  &c.,  and  all  other  bii 
real  and  personal  estate,  upon  trust  as  to  the  real  estate,  to 
repair  and  let  the  same,  &c.  and  upon  farther  trust  notwith- 
standing any  limitation  of  uses  or  trusts  thereinbefore  meo- 
tioncd,  at  their  discretion  to  sell  and  convey  the  same,  excepc 
the  messuage  &c.  given  to  his  wife  &c.,  either  in  parcels  for 
building  upon,  or  otherwise  improving  the  same,  and  upon 
rents  for  the  benefit  of  his  real  estate,  such  rents  to  be  heldupoa 
the  same  uses  &c.  And  as  to  the  money  to  arise  upon  such  sales 
upon  trust,  to  add  the  same  to  his  personal  estate,  to  constitote 
a  part  thereof.  The  will  then  as  to  lands  &c.  at  W.,  gave  them 
in  trust  for  G.  H,,  and  also  7000/.  to  be  conveyed  and  paid  re- 
spectively to  G.  H.  at  twenty-one,  but  if  he  should  die  under 
that  age,  he  directed  that  the  lands  &c.  at  W.,  and  the 
7000/.  should  sink  into  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal 
estate,  and  go  according  to  the  disposition  thereinafter  ex- 
pressed. The  will  then  proceeded  as  follows  :  **  And  as  to 
**  the  rest  residue  and  remainder  of  my  personal  estate,  not 
**  by  this  my  will  specifically  disposed  of,  upon  trust  that 
"  my  trustees  and  the  survivor,  his  executors  or  adminis- 
**  trators,  do  after  payment  thereout  of  my  just  debts,  &c 
**  and  all  sums  necessary  for  the  management  and  repairs 
"  of  my  real  and  personal  estate,  invest  the   overplus  in 
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James  ackers,  by  Ws  win,  gave  and  be- 
queathed unto  his  wife,  Ann  Ackers,  for  and 
during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  the  use  and 
enjoyment  of  his  capital  messuage,  with  the  appur- 
tenances, situate  at  Lark  Hill,  which  he  held  for  a 
term  of  ninety-nine  years,  free  from  the  payment  of 
rent  &c.,  and  also  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  all  his 
household  and  other  goods  &c.  And  in  case  of  the 
death  of  his  wife,  before  his  estate  and  interest  in 
the  said  premises  should  determine,  then  he  directed 
that  the  said  capital  messuage  &c.,  and  the  house- 
hold goods  and  chattels,  should  revert  to,  and  be- 
come vested  in  his  executors,  and  be  applicable  to 


*' the  public  funds  &c.,   the  resulting  income  or  produce         1835, 
*^  thereof,  to  be  accumulated  by  way  of  compound  interest, 
"  until  J.  C.  shall  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-four  years,  and 
**  then  upon  trust  to  convey,  assign,  &c.  to  J.  €•  (upon  his 
**  giving  security  &c.  for  the  regular  payment  of  the  an- 
**  nuities  thereinbefore  bequeathed),  all  the  legal  estate  and 
'*  interest  in  all  my  freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold  mes- 
"  suages,  lands,  &c.,  and  all  other  my  real  and  personal 
**  estate  and  effects,  not  thereinbefore  devised  and  bequeathed 
**  &c"    The  testator  also  directed  that  his  trustees  out  of 
the  income  of  his  personal  estate,  should  place  J.  C.  at 
school,  and  give  him  an  academical  education  at  one  of  the 
universities  of  Oxford  or  Cambridge,  and  for  that  purpose, 
appropriate  out  of  the   income  of  the   testator's  personal 
estate,  a  sum  not  exceeding  800/.  per  annum,  until  he  should 
attain  twenty  one  years  of  age,  and  afterwards  1500/.  per 
annum  until  he  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-four.    With 
limitation  over  in  case  J.  C.  should  die  without  issue,  before 
he  attained  the  age  of  twenty-four. 
Held  that  the  benefit  intended  to  be  given  to  J.  C.  was  the 
produce  of  a  mixed  fund  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the 
testator,  and  that  the  rents  of  the  real  estate  until  J.  C. 
attained  twenty-four,  did  not  result  to  the  heir  at  law  of  the 
testator,  as  undisposed  of,  but  passed  to  J.  C.  as  part  of  the 
fund  given  in  trust. 
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cerning his  personal  estate :  and  then  after  bequests 
of  money  legacies,  he  gave  and  devised  all  and 
every  his  freehold  and  copyhold  messuages^  lands, 
tenements,  rents  and  hereditaments,  and  moities, 
parts  and  shares  of  messuages,  lands,  tenements, 
rents  and  hereditaments,  whatsoever  and  whereso- 
ever situate,  standing,  lying,  arising  and  being  in 
the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  liifelattd, 
and  also  all  and  every  his  leasehold  messuages, 
lands,  tenements,  rents  and  hereditaments  respect- 
ively, and  all  other  his  real  and  personal  estatis  and 
effects,  whatsoever  and  wheresoevei-,  not  there- 
inbefore disposed  of,  unto  Edward  Hobson  and 
Benjamin  Williams,  and  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to 
the  use,  &c.,  upon  the  several  trusts^  &c.,  tfaere» 
inafter  mentioned  and  declared  concerning  the 
same,  that  is  to  say,  upon  trust  as  to  his  said  lands, 
hereditaments,  and  real  estate,  that  they  Scd  should 
keep  and  continue  the  same  in  good  repair  and 
condition,  and  let,  set,  and  manage  the  same,  to 
and  for  the  utmost  benefit  and  advantage:  and 
upon  further  trust,  that  notwithstanding  any  limit- 
ation of  any  of  the  uses  or  trusts  thereinbefore 
mentioned,  it  should  be  lawful  for  them  &c#,  at 
any  time  after  his  decease,  to  make  sale  of  all  or 
any  part  of  his  said  lands  &Ci  (except  the  messuage^ 
garden,  land  and  premises,  devised  to  his  wife  for 
her  residence  and  occupation  during  her  interest 
therein,  and  also  the  land,  hereditaments  and  pre- 
mises thereinafter  given  and  devised  to  his  godson 
George  Holland  Ackers  and  his  heirs),  and  to  grant 
and  convey  the  fee  simple  and  inheritance  thereof 
to  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  either  in 
parcels  for  building  upon,  or  otherwise  improving 
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the  same,  or  at,  upon,  or  under  such  yearly  chief       18S5. 
or  other  rent  or  rents,  as  to  them  should  from 
time   to    time   seem   fit   and    expedient  for    the 
benefit    of   his  real  estate,    at   their   discretion; 
and  that  the  rents  to  be  reserved  upon  such  sales, 
should  be  vested  in  the  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to 
the  same  uses,  and  trusts,  &c. ;  and  subject  to  the 
same  charges ;  a  similar  power  was  then  given  to 
the  trustees  to  exchange  and  partition  the  lands 
devised,  part  of  which  were  held  in  joint-tenancy 
with  similar  declarations,  provisions,  and  trusts  as 
to   lands    divided  or  received  in  exchange,   and 
monies  paid  for  owelty  of  partition  thereinbefore 
or  thereinafter  by  him  limited  and  declared  con- 
cerning  his  real  estate,  and  **  as  to  the  money  to 
arise  from  such  sale  or  sales,  upon  trust,  to  add  the 
same  to  his  personal  estate,  to  constitute  a  part 
thereof:"     And  as  to  his  personal  estate,  money 
in  thei  public  funds,   and  money  out  at  interest, 
and  securities  for  money,  rents,  arrears  of  rent, 
goods,  chattels,  and  effects  of  what  nature  or  kind 
soever  not  thereinbefore  specifically  bequeathed, 
he  gave  and  bequeathed  the  same  to  the  same 
trustees,  their  executors,  &c.,  upon  trust,  to  pay 
thereout  to  his   wife,    during   the   term   of    her 
life,    an    annuity    of   3000/.  with   a  further    an- 
nuity of  200/.  in  case  she  should  be  desirous  to 
quit  and  give   up  to  the   trustees   the  dwelling 
house   and  appurtenances  before    bequeathed   to 
her  for  life.     The  will  then  proceeded  as  follows  : 
**  And  as  to,  for,  and  concerning  all  my  messuages, 
lands,  and  premises   situate,  lying  and   being  in 
Wheelock  in  the  county  of  Chester,  purchased  by 
me  from  Mr.  Hillidge  and  Mr.  Lockitt,  they  my 
said  trustees  and  the  survivor  of  them,   and  the 
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1835.       heirs  of  such  survivor,  shall  stand  seised  and  be 
possessed  thereof,  in  trust  and  to  the  intent  and 
purpose  to  assign,  convey  and  assure  the  same  un- 
to my  god-son  George  Holland  Ackers,  eldest  son 
of  my  nephew  George  Ackers,  when  and  so  soon 
as  he  my  said  god-son  shall  attain  his  age  of  twenty- 
one  years :     And  also  do  and  shall  pay  unto  my 
said  god-son  George  Holland  Ackers  the  sum  of 
7000/.  of  like  lawful  money  at  and  upon  his  attain- 
ing his  said  age  of  twenty-one  years : — But  in  case 
my  said  god-son  George  Holland  Ackers  shall  de- 
part  this  life   before  he  attains  the  said   age  of 
twenty-one  years  without  leaving  issue  of  his  body 
lawfully  to  be  begotten,  then  and  in  such  case  the 
said  messuages,  land  and  premises  in   Wheelock 
aforesaid,  hereinbefore  given  and  devised  to  him, 
together  with  the  said  sum  of  7OOO/.,  shall  sink  into 
and  become  part  of  the  residue  of  my  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  and  go  according  to  the  disposition 
thereof  hereinafter  expressed  and  contained  :  And 
as  to  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my  personal 
estate  not  by  this  my  will  specifically  disposed  of, 
upon  trust  that  they  ray  said  trustees  and  the  sur- 
vivor of  them,  his  executors  or  administrators,  do 
and  shall,  after  payment  thereout  of  all  my  just 
debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  charges,  and  all  an- 
nuities and  yearly  sums  of  money   and   legacies 
given  by  this  my  will,  together  with  all  such  sum 
and  sums  of  money  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
management  and  repairs  of  my  real  and  personal 
estate,  to  invest  the  overplus  in  the  Parliamentary 
Stocks  or  Public  Funds  of  Great  Britain,  or  at 
interest  upon  Government  Securities  in  England,  to 
be  altered  and  varied  us  they  my  said  trustees  or 
trustee  shall  think   proper,  and  the  resulting  in- 
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come  and  produce  thereof  may  be  accumulated  by       ^835. 
way  of  compound  interest  until  James  Coops,  son  of 
Ann  Coops  (some  time  ago  residing  in  Salford),  and 
which  said  James  Coops  was  born  on  or  about  the 
4th  day  of  August  in  the  year  1811,  shall  arrive  at 
and  attain  the  age  of  twenty-four  years,  then  upon 
trust  that  they  my  said  trustees  and  the  survivor  of 
them,  and  the  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators 
of  such  survivor,  shall  convey,  assign,  transfer,  pay 
and  make  over,  by  proper  and  effectual  conveyances, 
transfers,   payments,    and  assurances  in  the  law, 
unto  the  said  James  Coops  (upon  his  giving  such 
security  and  executing  such  deeds  and  assurances 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  trustees  or  trustee  for 
the  time  being,  or  as  their  or  his  counsel  shall  de- 
vise, for  the  regular  payment  of  the  several  annui- 
ties hereinbefore  bequeathed)  all  the  legal  estate  and 
interest  of  and  in  all  my  said  freehold,  copyhold, 
and  leasehold  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  rents, 
and    hereditaments,    moieties,    parts    and    shares 
of  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  rents,  and  here- 
ditaments, situate  in  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  and 
all  other  my  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects, 
subject  to  the  Ufe  estate  of  my  wife  in  &c. ;  and  I 
direct   that  my   trustees,    &c.    shall   place  James 
Coops  at  school,  and  afford   him  an  academical 
education  at  one  of  the  universities  of  Oxford  or 
Cambridge,  and  for  that  purpose  appropriate  and 
pay  out  of  the  income  of  my  personal  estate  such 
yearly   sum    as  they  &c.    shall   think   necessary, 
not  exceeding  800/.  per  annum,  for  his  maintenance 
and  education,   until  he  shall   attain  the  age   of 
twenty-one    years ;    and  after  that   age,    &c.    do 
increase   the   allowance  or  payment   of  800/.    to 
an  amount  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  1500/.  per 
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1895.      annum,  until  the  said  James  Coops  shall  attain  the 
age  of  twenty-four  years ;   and  I  hereby  direct, 
that  the  said  James  Coops  shall  take,   use,  and 
bear  the  surname  of  Ackers   only,    in    addition 
to  his  Christian   name ;    but    in   case    the    said 
James    Coops  shall    depart    this    life    before  be 
attains  the  said  age  of  twenty-four  years,  without 
leaving  issue  lawfully  begotten,  then  upon  trust 
that  they   my  said   trustees,    and    the    surviFor 
of  them,  and  the  heirs,  executors,  and  administra- 
tors of  such  survivor,  do  and  shall,  in  like  manner, 
assign,  transfer,  pay,  and  make  over,   by  proper 
conveyances,  payments,   and  insurances    (subject 
nevertheless  to  the  payment  of  the  said  annuities 
and  yearly  sums  of  money  hereinbefore  bequeathed, 
and  also  to  the  life  estate  of  my  said  wife  in  my 
house  and  premises  at  Lark  Hill),  unto  such  scm 
of  the  body  of  my  said  nephew  George  Ackers 
lawfully  to  be  begotten,  and  hereinafter  to  be  born 
(exclusive  of  my  said  god-son  George   Holland 
Ackers  and  his  heirs),  when  he  shall  attain  the  age 
of  twenty-four  years,  all  that  and  those  my  real  and 
personal  estate,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever; 
and  in  default  of  such  son,  in  trust  for  the  third, 
fourth,  fifth,  sixth,  and  all  and  every  other  son  and 
sons  of  the    body  of    my  said  nephew   George 
Ackers  lawfully  issuing,  and  hereinafter  to  be  bom 
successively  and  in  remainder,  one  after  another, 
as  they  and  every  of  them  shall  be  in  priority  rf 
birth  and  seniority  of  age,  the  eldest  of  such  son 
and  his  heirs  being  always  preferred,   and  to  take 
before  the  younger  of  them  and  their  heirs,  such 
son   and  his  heirs  lawfully  begotten   nevertheless 
only  to  take  when  he  shall  have  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-four  years  :  and  my  will  and  mind  i^  and 
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I  do  hereby  direct,  that  any  such  son  who  shall  so      ^^ 
become  entitled,  upon  his  attaining  his  said  age 
of  twenty.four  years,  shall  immediately  take,  use, 
and  bear  the  name  of  James  Ackers  only ;  and  in 
default  of  such,  issue  in  trust  for  all  and  every  the 
daughter  or  daughters  and  their  heirs  of  my  said 
nephew  George  Ackers,  equally  to   be    divided 
amongst  them,  if  more  than  one,  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  such  daughter 
or  daughters  nevertheless  only  to  take  when  she 
or  they  shall  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years ;  and  in  case  my  said  nephew  George  Ackers 
shall  depart  this  life  without  leaving  any  such  son 
or  sons,  daughter  or  daughters,  hereinafter  to  be 
born,  or  that  he,  she,  or  they  shall  have  respectively 
departed  this  life,  if  a  son  under  twenty.four  years 
of  age,  and  if  a  daughter  under  twenty-one  years 
of  age,  then  upon  trust  for  my  said  god-son  George 
Holland  Ackers,   when  and  so  soon  as  he  shall 
have  attained  his  age  of  twenty-four  years.     And 
I  do  hereby  direct  that  my  said  trustees  and  the 
survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs,  executors,  and  ad- 
ministrators  of  such  survivor,  do  and  shall  pay  and 
allow  unto  any  son  who  may  become  entitled  to 
my  said  real  and  personal  estate  under  the  dispos- 
itions  and  limitations  of  this  my  will,  and  who 
shall  have   attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
any  sum  or  sums  of  money  not  exceeding  the  sum 
of  1500/.  per  annum,  such  sum  or  sums  of  money 
to  be  paid  and  payable  from  his  attaining  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  until  he  attains  the  age  of 
twenty-four  years/* 

The  will  then  provided,  in  case  there  should  be 
no  such  son  or  sons,  daughter  or  daughters,  of  his 
nephew,  or  that  George  Holland  Ackers  should  die 
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1835.  before  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-four  years  with- 
out issue,  that  the  trustees  should  hold  upon  trust, 
to  divide  the  whole  of  his  real  and  personal  estate 
not  thereinbefore  disposed  of  among  the  children 
of  his  uncle  Thomas  Singleton,  and  his  aunts  Eliza- 
beth Halsall  and  Ann  Bayley,  share  and  share 
alike,  and  to  the  heirs,  executors,  and  administra- 
tors of  such  children  respectively,  with  such  limit- 
ations and  in  such  manner  as  therein  directed: 
he  gave  to  Edward  Hobson  and  Benjamin  Williams 
each  the  sum  of  500/.  as  a  remuneration,  &c.,  and 
he  appointed  them  executors  :  and  he  granted  the 
tuition  and  guardianship  of  James  Coops  during 
his  minority  to  Edward  Hobson  and  Benjamin 
Williams,  and  the  survivor  of  them.  The  will 
was  properly  attested. 

In  1831,  the  Respondent  filed  a  bill  in  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  stating  the  will  as  hereinbefore  in 
part  set  forth,  and  a  codicil  thereto,  by  which  a 
provision  was  made  for  Ann  Coops  (the  mother  of 
James  Coops),  and  her  children,  except  James  Coops. 
The  bill  further  stated,  that  the  testator  James 
Ackers  died  on  the  23d  of  May  1824,  without 
having  revoked  or  altered  his  will  and  codicil,  ex- 
cepting so  far  as  the  will  was  revoked  or  altered 
by  the  codicil,  leaving  at  his  death  the  Plaintiff  in 
the  suit  (Respondent  in  this  appeal)  his  heiress  at 
law;  and  that  George  Holland  Ackers  in  the 
will  mentioned,  a  Defendant  to  the  bill,  was  then 
an  infant,  and  was  the  first  son  of  the  body  of 
George  Ackers  in  the  will  mentioned;  and  that 
the  Appellant  James  Coops,  in  the  will  mentioned, 
a  Defendant  to  the  bill,  was  then  an  infant ;  and 
that  the  only  child  of  the  testator's  late  uncle 
Thomas  Singleton,  living  at  the  time  of  the  tes- 
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tator's  death,  was  George  Singleton,  a  Defend-  J^^ 
ant  thereto ;  and  that  the  only  children  of  the 
testator's  aunt  Elizabeth  Halsall,  living  at  the 
time  of  the  testator's  death,  were  John  Halsall 
and  Ellen  the  wife  of  Richard  Mayor,  Defendants 
thereto;  and  that  the  only  child  of  the  testator's 
late  aunt  Ann  Bayley  living  at  the  time  of  his 
death  was  Ann  Cottam,  widow ;  and  that  Ann 
Cottam  died  on  the  3d  of  August  1824  intestate, 
leaving  four  children,  Jane,  late  the  wife  of  William 
Nixon,  Robert  Cottam,  her  eldest  son  and  heir-at- 
law,  a  Defendant  thereto,  Thomas  Cottam,  and 
Ann  Dawson  wife  of  John  Dawson ;  and  that 
Robert  Cottam  had  obtained  letters  of  administra- 
tion of  all  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  his 
mother  out  of  the  proper  Ecclesiastical  Court : 
and  that  Ann  Ackers  the  wife  of  the  testator 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator ;  and  Thomas 
Oilier  the  elder  before  mentioned  died  in  the  life- 
time of  the  testator;  and  that  by  a  certain  in- 
denture dated  the  14th  of  August  1824,  made 
between  Edward  Hobson  in  the  will  mentioned  of 
the  one  part,  and  Benjamin  Williams  a  Defendant 
thereto  of  the  other  part,  it  was  witnessed  that  the 
said  Edward  Hobson  did  absolutely  decline  and 
refuse  to  accept  or  take  any  estate,  right,  title, 
legacy,  interest,  trust,  authority,  or  power  what'- 
soever  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  will  and 
codicil  or  either  of  them,  as  a  trustee,  execu- 
tor, guardian,  or  otherwise  of  or  concerning  the 
freehold,  copyhold,  leasehold,  real  and  personal 
estate  of  the  said  testator,  and  did  absolutely  de- 
cline and  refuse  to  act  in  the  execution  of  the 
trusts  intended  to  be  thereby  in  him  reposed,  and 
did  wholly  decline  and  refuse  to  act  as  executor  of 

G  G  S 


440  CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE   OF   LORDS 

i£^  the  said  will  and  codicil  or  either  of  them,  or  as  a 
guardian  under  the  former;  and  the  said  Edward 
Hobson  did,  with  the  privity  and  by  the  acceptance 
of  the  said  Benjamin  Williams,  absolutely  and  irre- 
vocably renounce  and  disclaim  to  the  said  Benjamin 
Williams,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns,  all  and  every  the  freehold,  copyhold,  lease- 
hold, and  real  and  personal  estate  late  of  the  said 
testator  James  Ackers,  deceased,  and  given  and 
devised  or  bequeathed  by  and  comprehended  in 
his  said  will  and  codicil,  or  either  of  them,  or  in- 
tended to  pass  thereby  respectively  unto  the  said 
Edward  Hobson  and  Benjamin  Williams,  or  either 
of  them,  as  such  trustees  and  executors  as  afore- 
said, or  otherwise  howsoever. 

The  bill  further  stated,  that  on  the  8th  of 
October  1824,  Benjamin  Williams  proved  the 
will  and  codicil  in  the  Prerogative  Court  of  the 
Archbishop  of  York,  and  took  upon  himself  the 
burthen  of  the  execution  thereof,  and  became 
the  legal  personal  representative  of  the  said  tes- 
tator: and  that  all  the  debts  and  fQneral  ex- 
penses of  the  testator  had  been  paid  by  Benjamin 
Williams  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator, 
the  personal  estate  being  much  more  than  suflB- 
cient  for  the  payment  thereof,  and  of  the  pecuniary 
legacies  in  the  will  mentioned :  and  that  the  tes- 
tator James  Ackers  was,  at  the  time  of  making  his 
will,  and  thenceforward  to  the  time  of  his  death, 
seised  and  possessed  of  and  well  entitled  to  various 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  in  fee  simple 
and  also  various  terms  of  years  in  certain  lands  in 
and  about  the  township  of  Manchester  and  Salford, 
and  in  the  adjoining  township  ofChorlton  Row, 
jointly  with  Holland  Ackers,  deceased,  and  other 
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persons  entitled  under  the  will  of  Holland  Ackers,  1835. 
in  undivided  moieties,  as  tenants  in  common,  and 
which  had  been  bought  by  the  testator  James 
Ackers  and  Holland  Ackers,  for  the  purpose  of 
selling  again  in  parcels  for  building  thereupon: 
and  that  Benjamin  Williams,  upon  the  death  of  the 
testator  James  Ackers,  accepted  and  took  upon 
himself  the  execution  of  the  several  trusts  reposed 
in  him  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  will :  and 
that  Benjamin  Williams,  immediately  upon  the 
death  of  testator  James  Ackers,  and  in  the  pur- 
suance of  the  trusts  reposed  in  him  by  the  will, 
entered  into  and  had  ever  since  been,  and  was  then, 
in  the  possession  and  receipt  of  the  rents,  issues, 
and  profits  of  the  messuages,  lands,  and  premises 
situate  in  Wheelock,  in  the  county  of  Chester,  and 
which  were  devised  to  Edward  Hobson  and  Ben* 
jamin  Williams  in  the  will  mentioned:  and  that 
Benjamin  Williams,  immediately  upon  the  death 
of  the  testator  James  Ackers,  and  in  pursuance  of 
the  trusts  reposed  in  him  by  the  will,  entered  into 
and  had  ever  since  been,  and  was  then,  in  the  pos- 
session and  receipt  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
of  all  other  the  freehold  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments,  situate  and  being  in  the  kingdom 
of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  and  which  were  de- 
vised to  Edward  Hobson  and  Benjamin  Williams 
upon  trust  to  convey  the  same  to  James  Coops 
when  he  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-four  years, 
and  upon  the  other  trusts  in  the  will  mentioned : 
and  that  the  rents  received  by  Benjamin  Williams 
in  respect  of  the  premises  at  Wheelock  amounted 
to  several  thousand  pounds,  and  the  rents  received 
by  him  on  account  of  the  other  estates  thereinbefore 
mentioned  amounted  to  several  thousand  pounds : 
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18S5.  and  the  Plaintiff  (the  Respondent)  by  her  bill  in- 
sisted that  she  was  entitled  to  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  of  the  premises  at  Wheelock  from  the  time 
of  the  testator's  death  until  the  time  at  which 
George  Holland  Ackers  should  have  attained  his 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  that  she  was  likewise 
entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  whole  of  the 
freehold  estates  of  the  testator,  devised  as  before 
mentioned  to  the  said  James  Coops,  from  the  time 
of  the  death  of  the  testator  James  Ackers  until  the 
time  at  which  James  Coops  (the  Appellant)  should 
attain  his  age  of  twenty-four  years :  and  the  Plain- 
tiff had  appUed  to  Benjamin  Williams  and  requested 
him  to  account,  &c.,  and  prayed  that  it  might 
be  declared  by  the  decree  of  the  Court  that  the 
Plaintiff  (the  Respondent)  was  entitled  to  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  messuages,  lands,  and  premises 
situate  at  Wheelock,  from  the  death  of  the  testator 
James  Ackers  until  the  Defendant  George  Holland 
Ackers  should  attain  his  age  of  twenty-one  years ; 
and  that  it  might  be  likewise  declared  by  the  de- 
cree of  the  Court  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  hereditaments  in  the 
said  will  mentioned,  to  be  devised  to  James  Coops 
the  Appellant,  until  such  time  as  the  Appellant 
should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-four  years,  and  an 
account,  &c. 

The  Appellant  and  George  Holland  Ackers 
severally  appeared,  and  severally  filed  general  de- 
murrers to  the  bill  for  want  of  equity,  on  the 
ground  that  the  bill  did  not  state  any  title  to  relief 
against  them. 

The  demurrers  were   argued   before  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  in  December  1831,  who   allowed  the 
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demurrer  of  George  Holland  Ackers,  but  overruled       1RS5. 
the  demurrer  of  the  Appellant. 

The  order  overruling  the  Appellant's  demurrer, 
dated  the  19th  of  December  1831,  was  signed  by 
the  Lord  High  Chancellor,  and  enrolled. 

The  appeal  was  against  this  order. 


For  the  Appellant,   Sir  Charles  Wetherell  and 
Mr.  Knight. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  rents  of  leasehold,  and 
even  rents  generally,  are  given  in  the  same  sentence 
with  the  bequests  of  personal  estate.  It  is  a  mixed 
fund,  and  the  trustees  had  the  power  at  any  time  to 
convert  the  whole  into  personalty.  The  powers 
given  to  the  trustees,  and  the  charges  upon  the 
produce  of  the  mixed  fund,  almost  annihilate  the 
freehold  quality  of  the  property  as  descendible  to 
the  heir,  —  even  as  to  the  Wheelock  estate,  which 
is  excepted  out  of  the  general  fund,  and  spe- 
cifically devised.  In  the  event  of  the  devisee 
dying  under  twenty-one,  that  estate  is  to  go  to  the 
trustees,  and  become  part  of  the  general  con- 
solidated fund  of  real  and  personal  estate.  The 
residue  of  the  personal  estate,  which  the  trustees 
had  the  power  to  make  as  large  as  they  pleased, 
is  to  be  accumulated  ;  and  the  accumulated  fund, 
together  with  all  such  real  estate  as  might  remain 
unconverted  by  the  trustees,  is  to  be  transferred 
to  the  Appellant  at  the  age  of  twenty-four.  In  the 
face  of  these  dispositions  and  the  uncontroUedpower 
of  conversion  given  to  the  trustees,  is  it  possible 
to  argue  that  there  was  to  be  a  resulting  trust 
of  the  rents  of  the  whole  real  estate  until  the  Appel- 
lant should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-four,  the  rents  of 
which  real  estate  so  convertible  were  also  charged 
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1835^  with  the  annuity  of  SOOO/.  to  the  widow,  and 
moreover  were  made  applicable  to  the  repairsof 
the  chattel  houses  bequeathed  by  the  testator, 
which  might  have  exhausted  the  fund  supposed  to 
constitute  this  resulting  trust  ?  The  direction  to 
the  trustees  to  make  compound  interest  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  whole  mixed  fund  equally  fur- 
nishes a  direct  and  necessary  inference,  that  the 
rents  of  the  real  estate  part  of  the  fund  was  not  to 
result  to  the  heir.  The  annuity  of  3000/.  is  to 
come  out  of  various  kinds  of  estate  of  a  personal 
nature ;  but  the  word  "  rents"  is  comprised  in  the 
catalogue.  The  allowance  to  the  Appellant  for 
his  university  education  (800/.  a  year)  is  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  personal  estate ;  but  as  the  trust 
fund  is  constituted  under  the  discretion  of  the 
trustees,  no  aliquot  part  of  the  charge  can  be 
taken  out  of  any  aliquot  part  of  the  fund,  which  is, 
according  to  the  nature  of  the  trust,  mixed  and 
general,  especially  by  the  express  direction  to  make 
compound  interest  of  whole  profit  of  the  aggregate 
fund.  The  property  is  to  be  raised  as  the  trustees 
think  proper,  and  the  resulting  produce  thereof 
to  be  accumulated  by  way  of  compound  interest" 
It  is  clear,  if  possible  beyond  demonstration,  that 
the  rents  of  the  real  estate  were  intended  to  form 
part  of  the  consolidated  fund :  the  heir  cannot 
claim  them  as  property  not  disposed  of.  He  could 
not  prevent  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  by  the 
trustees,  and  the  produce  of  the  real  part  of  the 
fund  could  not  accumulate  with  the  personal  as 
a  mixed  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees  if  their 
power  was  so  fettered.  The  word  "  real"  must 
be  implied  in  the  clause  for  accumulation.  The 
demise  of  the  land  to  the  trustees  with  such   a 
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discretion  and  such  power,  is  in  substance  a  1835. 
devise  of  the  intermediate  rents  and  profits.  In 
another  way  also  the  trustees  had  power  of 
diminishing  the  supposed  interest  of  the  heir  to 
anv  extent  short  of  annihilation  for  they  might 
aCI  the  lands  upon  building  leases,  taking  nominal 
rents  and  reserving  the  reversion.  To  displace 
the  right  of  the  heir,  express  declaration  or  ne- 
cessary  implication  must  appear.  If  expression 
is  requisite  to  exclude  the  claim  of  the  heir, 
it  is  to  be  found  in  the  direction  to  apply  these 
rents  as  part  of  the  general  fund  to  repairs 
of  the  personal  estate.  The  trustees,  by  the  ex- 
press direction  of  the  will,  must  annually  take 
the  rents  into  their  hands  and  apply  them  ac- 
cording to  the  trust ;  this  is  irreconcilable  with 
the  supposition  of  a  resulting  trust  for  the  heir. 
If  it  were  not,  therefore,  direct  expression,  it  is 
clearly  necessary  implication.  So  when  the  tes- 
tator provides  that  **  lands"  taken  in  exchange 
shall  be  held  upon  the  same  trusts  as  the  real  es- 
tates devised,  and  the  money  to  arise  upon  the 
sales  of  such  estates  upon  trust  to  add  the  same  to 
any  personal  estate  to  constitute  a  part  thereof 
if  they  are  not  words  expressly  disinheriting  the 
heir,  they  do  so  by  necessary  implication. 

The  personal  estate  here  as  in  other  parts  of  the 
will  seems,  in  the  contemplation  of  the  testator,  to 
be  the  principal  object  in  this  mixed  fund,  which  is 
one  entire  and  indivisible.  So  the  clause  direct- 
ing accumulation,  if  it  is  questionable  whether  it 
may  be  considered  as  an  express  disherison,  un- 
doubtedly furnishes  the  most  inevitable  implication 
that  such  must  be  the  consequence. 

It  is  seldom  that  authorities  can  be  found  appli- 
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1835.  cable  to  the  expressions  and  provisions  of  any 
particular  will ;  but  there  are  precedents  bearing 
strongly  upon  this  case,  particularly  in  respect  of 
the  rule  arising  from  a  mixed  fund  being  vested  in 
trustees,  with  charges  upon  it,  and  directions  for 
management.  In  the  case  of  Gibson  v.  Lord  Mont^ 
Jbrd*t  there  was  a  devise  of  real  and  personal 
estate  to  trustees,  their  heirs  and  executors,  for 
payment  of  annuities,  &c.,  and  as  to  the  residue  in 
trust  for  the  children  of  A.  when  &c.  they  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-one ;  but  if  she  should  die  with- 
out issue,  then  to  B.  &c.  It  was  held  that  the  in- 
termediate profits  passed  by  this  residuary  devise. 
In  that  case  no  such  powers  of  sale  or  exchange,  no 
directions  to  apply  the  produce  of  the  mixed  fund 
to  repairs  of  leaseholds,  &c.  were  given  to  the 
trustees,  as  in  this  case.  But  the  gift  of  the  re- 
sidue of  the  real  and  personal  estate  was  held  to 
carry  the  intermediate  profits  of  the  w^hole  fund, 
from  the  death  of  the  testator  to  the  time  when 
the  estate  of  the  devisee  vested  in  possession  ;  and 
the  decision  turned  materially  upon  the  fact,  that 
it  was  a  gift  of  a  mixed  fund  ;  establishing,  in  this 
respect,  a  rule  which  may  be  considered  as  general. 
Lord  Hardwicke,  in  his  judicial  reasoning  upon 
that  case,  relies  much  upon  the  circumstances  of  the 
gift  being  of  a  common  fund,  and  that  directions 
to  accumulate  are  given  as  to  a  particular  legacy, 
and  in  other  parts  of  the  will,  from  which  he  infers 
the  same  intent  as  to  the  residue.  Here  is  no  need 
of  such  inference,  since  the  will  contains  the  most 
express  and  elaborate  directions  for  accumulation 
as  to  the  whole  mixed  fund.  Lord  Hardwicke,  in 
the  case  cited,  seems  to  think  that  the  devise  of 

•  1  Ves.  sen.  485. 
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the  residue  of  such  a  fund  comprises  in  its  terms  a  1835. 
devise  of  the  intermediate  rents.  •*  It  is  hard  to 
"  say  that  the  lord  should  be  enabled  to  claim  any 
"  thing  out  of  it"  —  these  are  his  words  ;  and  he 
adds,  **  He  must  claim  it  as  undisposed  of."  He 
refers  to  the  case  of  Stephens  v.  Stephens  *,  a  case 
sent  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  the  opinion  of 
the  Judges,  upon  a  question  of  executory  devise, 
who  by  their  certificate,  after  having  stated  their 
opinion  that  the  devise  over  to  an  unborn  person 
at  twenty-one  was  not  too  remote,  conclude  by 
saying,  **  As  to  the  profits  of  the  estate  received 
"  since  the  death  of  William  the  grandson,  or  to 
"  be  received  until  it  shall  vest  in  any  person  by 
**  force  of  the  said  executory  devise,  or  shall  go 
**  over  to  the  remainder  man,  we  conceive  they  be- 
*'  long  to  Sir  T.  Stephens,  by  virtue  of  the  resi- 
"  duary  devise  in  the  will,  as  an  interest  in  the 
"  testator's  real  estate  not  before  bequeathed  or 
"  disposed  of  by  his  will."  In  that  case,  at  the 
date  of  the  devise  and  the  testator's  death,  there 
was  no  person  in  being  who  could  actually  take 
the  rents,  and  the  heir  might  with  some  plausi- 
bility have  claimed  them  in  the  mean  time,  if  the 
residuary  clause  had  not  been  held  to  exclude  his 
claim.  In  that  case  there  was  no  trust  for  accu- 
mulation, and  no  limitation  beyond  that  of  the 
contingent  executory  devise.  Here  accumulation 
is  directed,  and  other  provisions  made  as  to  the 
rents.  The  Appellant  was  living  at  the  date  of  the 
will,  and  there  are  many  devisees  over  beyond  him. 
In  Glanville  v.  Glanvilkf,  the  residue  of  a  real  and 
personal  estate  was  given  to  the  son  of  the  testator, 
to  be  a  vested  estate  at  twenty-one,  and  in  case  of 
his  death  under  that  age,  to  a  daughter ;  the  rents 

•  Forrester,  228.  f  2  Meriv.  38. 
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18S5.       of  the  residue  of  real  estate  and  the  interest  of 
the  residue  of  personal  estate  (after  payment  of 
annuities  given  by  the  will),  to  accumulate  till  the 
son  attained  twenty-one,  or  until  his  death.     The 
same  rule  was  established  in  this  case.    In  the  case 
ofGenefy  v.  Fitzgerald ^^  Lord  Eldon  says,  "The 
•*  general   principles  are  these :    when    personal 
**  estate  is  given  to  A.  at  twenty-one,   that  will 
*•  carry  the  intermediate  interest.     If  the  testator 
gives  his  estate,  Blackacre,   at  a  future  period, 
that  will  not  carry  the  intermediate  rents  and 
profits.    But  where  he  mixes  up  real  and  personal 
estate  in  the  same  clause,  the  question  must 
•*  be,  whether  he  does  not  shew  an  intention  that 
"  the  same  rule  shall  operate  on  both.     Here  the 
"  property  was  partly  real,  partly  personal,  and 
"  partly  of  such  a  description  that  the  testator  does 
**  not  seem  to  have  known  whether  it  was  real  or 
personal.     He  does  not  by  his  will  create  any 
trust,  but  makes  a  legal  devise  and  bequest  of 
"  the  whole  together.     Then  is  not  the  weight  of 
*^  authority  in  favour  of  the  proposition,  that  when 
**  real  and  personal  estate  are  given  in  this  way, 
"  the  intermediate  profits  of  both   must  go  to- 
*'  gether  ?  "     The  main  inducement  to  the  decision 
of   the   Vice-Chancellor     seems    to    have    been 
founded  on  the    direction    of  the  will,  that  the 
Appellant,  when  he  came  into  possession,  should 
give  security  for  the  widow's   annuity,  which  he 
construed  a  condition  precedent,   and  held  that 
it  prevented  the  vesting.      This  is  not  perfectly 
intelligible:   at  most,  it  is  only  to   be  a  concur- 
rent  act   or  fact.       It    is    no    condition ;    it    is 
merely   directory:  the  equitable  estate  vested  in 
the  Appellant  from  the  death  of  the  testator  j  and 
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if  it  is  a  condition,  it  is  precedent  only  to  the  con-       1835. 

veyance  of  the  legal  estate  by  the  trustees,  which 

the   Appellant  might   dispense  with,  and   refuse 

to  give  the  security  required.    The  trustees  might 

in   that  case   retain    the    legal    estate,    but    the 

equitable    estate    would    remain    vested    in  the 

Appellant. 

The  intent  of  the  testator  to  be  collected  from 
the  whole  context  of  the  will  is  obvious. 

But  the  devise  to  the  Appellant,  in  its  direct 
terms,  gives  at  least  an  immediate  vested  estate 
with  future  possession  and  enjoyment,  subject  to 
be  divested  upon  a  given  event,  which,  according 
to  all  the  authorities  from  Boraston's  case  down- 
wards, carries  the  intermediate  profits. 

For  the  Respondent,  Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr. 
West. 

It  is  argued  for  the  Appellant  sometimes,  that  the 
will  is  elaborately  constructed  ;  at  other  times,  that 
it  is  loosely  and  carelessly  drawn,  and  that  the  tes- 
tator did  not  know  the  difference  between  heirs  and 
executors ;  and  to  patch  up  their  construction  of  the 
will,  they  are  driven  to  the  hypothesis,  that  the 
word  "  real "  has  been  omitted  in  the  clause  for 
accumulation,  from  which  so  much  inference  is 
drawn  to  aid  the  construction.  If  this  conjecture 
is  sound,  and  the  Appellant's  claim  is  to  stand  or 
fall  by  it,  then  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed ; 
for  it  is  a  case  of  patent  ambiguity :  there  is  no 
evidence  to  support  the  allegation ;  and  if  there 
were,  it  would  be  inadmissible.  It  is  obscurely 
hinted,  rather  than  openly  argued,  that  this  is  a 
case  of  provision  by  a  parent  for  a  child;  and 
being  so,  courts  of  equity  adopt  the  construction 
most  favourable  to  the  child.  But  a  bastard  has  no 
paternity  in  the  eye  of  the  law ;  and  although  it  may 
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1835.  be  admitted  that  the  rule  extends  to  all  cases  where 
the  testator  assumes  the  character  of  a  parent,  yet 
here  it  can  have  no  application,  since  the  acknow- 
ledgment of  such  relationship  is  most  studiously 
avoided  throughout  the  whole  context  of  this 
will. 

The  case  against  the  judgment  rests  mainly 
upon  the  argument,  that  the  testator,  by  his  will, 
has  vested  the  real  and  personal  estates  in  the 
trustees  in  one  inseparable  mass,  creating  charges 
upon  the  common  fund,  and  giving  powers  to  the 
trustees  which  are  incompatible  with  the  supposi- 
tion that  he  could  intend  that  the  intermediate 
rents  in  question  should  be  separated  from  the  body 
of  the  estate.  But  this  is  a  view  of  the  case  rest- 
ing upon  false  assumptions  as  to  the  words  and 
provisions  of  the  will ;  for  the  testator  in  every 
clause  of  his  will  has  most  carefully  distinguished 
the  several  species  of  property,  and  the  charges 
upon  each.  In  one  instance  leasehold  estates  are 
treated  as  having  the  character  of  realty ;  but, 
with  this  single  exception,  no  will  ever  was  penned 
in  which  the  distinction  between  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  was  more  carefully  marked.  His 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and  debts,  the 
annuities  given  by  his  will,  and  the  repairs  of  his 
real  estate,  are  by  several  clauses  directed  to  be  paid 
out  of  his  personal  estate ;  directions  which  would 
be  futile  and  senseless  if,  according  to  thehjrpothe- 
sis  of  the  Appellant's  counsel,  the  two  estates  are 
inseparably  united.  So,  as  to  the  rent  of  the 
mansion  bequeathed  to  his  wife,  he  directs  it  to  be 
paid  by  his  executors,  that  is,  out  of  his  personal 
estate  ;  and  as  to  the  word  **  rents,"  occurring  in 
the  clause,  enumerating  particulars  of  the  personal 
estate,  no  doubt  the  rents  of  the  leasehold  being 
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personal  estate  would  be  applicable  to  the  repairs  1835. 
of  the  real  estate,  and  rents  due  at  the  testator's 
death  would  go  towards  payment  of  the  widow's 
annuity.  The  rents  devised  by  the-general  bequest 
appear  by  the  evidence  to  mean  the  chief  rents, 
or  fee-farm  rents,  upon  building  leases  of  which 
the  testator  was  seised.  Nor  could  they  without 
this  explanation,  by  any  internal  construction,  be 
held  to  mean  the  intermediate  rents  in  question. 

The  trust  to  keep  the  estate  in  repair  by  appli- 
cation of  the  proceeds  of  the  freehold  and  lease- 
hold lands,  might  justify  the  application  of  the 
rents  to  that  purpose,  but  not  to  any  purpose  be- 
yond this ;  and  these  repairs  are  afterwards  di- 
rected to  be  made  out  of  the  produce  of  the  per- 
sonal  estate.  The  clause  giving  power  to  the 
trustees  to  make  sale  of  the  real  estate,  supposing 
it  to  be  arbitrary,  has  not  been  exercised;  the 
existence  of  the  power  does  not  of  itself  convert 
the  property;  and  what  is  not  converted  is  not 
disposed  of. 

The  testator  himself  provides  as  to  that  part 
which  should  be  converted  into  chief  rents,  or  into 
lands  taken  in  exchange,  that  they  should  be  held 
upon  the  same  trusts.  But,  in  truth,  it  is  not  an 
arbitrary  but  only  a  partial  power  for  a  particular 
purpose— expressly  for  the  improvement  of  the  real 
estate.  An  unlimited  discretion  may  be  given  by 
a  will ;  but  unless  it  is  so  given,  the  trustees  will  be 
confined  to  the  purposes  expressed  in  the  will. 
In  Cowley  v.   Hartstonge  •,  trustees  not  having 

•  1  Dow.  861.,  and  M55.  penes  AuU  See  Morthck  t* 
Sutter^  10  Yes.  S09.,  Lord  Mahon  v.  Lord  Stanhope^  id 
Chancery,  9th  March,  1809.  See  also  Sugden  on  Paners,  489., 
5th  edit. 
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1835.  exercised  a  power  to  lay  out  money  in  land. 
Lord  Eldon  held  that  their  discretion  was  at  an 
end,  that  the  Court  must  look  to  the  intent  of  tlie 
testator ;  and  upon  that  view  it  was  considered  as 
land. 

As  to  the  clause  for  accumulation  which  fur- 
nished the  chief  argument  for  the  Appellant,  it 
relates  in  express  terms  oni^^  to  the  personal  estate, 
and  they  can  only  make  it  available  by  supposing 
an  omission  of  the  word  "  real.'* 

The  cases  of  a  devise  of  real  and  personal  estate, 
upon  which  the  Appellant's  counsel  rely  as  ruling 
this  case  are  all  clearly  distinguishable.  The  ge- 
neral law  as  to  real  estate  not  disposed  of  is  settled 
by  Acroyd  v.  Smithson  •,  in  favour  of  the  heir. 
In  Genery  v.  Fitzgerald^  the  rule  is  introduced  that 
if  a  mixed  residue  is  given,  the  same  intent  must 
be  presumed  as  to  both  funds,  since  they  are  given 
without  distinction  by  the  testator.  But  if  you 
can  find  a  clear  distinction  in  the  will  itself,  as  to 
the  funds,  that  rule  will  not  apply,  and,  as  alreadj 
shewn  the  distinction  of  the  funds,  by  the  distinct 
charges  upon  each  fund  in  this  will,  makes  them 
beyond  controversy  separate  and  distinct  The 
general  law  must  therefore  be  applied. 

The  words,  "  all  other  my   real  and   personal 
estate,"  at  the  end  of  the  clause  are  mere  words 
of  course,  having  no  operation  against,  nor  affect- 
ing, the  disposition  in  the  preceding  part  of  th^ 
clause  for  accumulation  as  to  the  residue  of  the=^ 
personal  estate,  and  therefore  not  aiding  the  argu- — 
ment  to  shew  an  intent  to  unite  and  give  the  same 
destination  to  the  real  as  to  the  personal  estate 
within  the  rule  as  laid  down  in  Genery  v.  jRf/^- 

♦  3  B.  C.  C.  t  Jacob.  468. 
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geraldj  especially  where  other  parts  of  the  will       1885. 
shew  so  clear  a  purpose  of  distinction  between  the 
respective  estates. 

The  case  of  Stephens  v.  Stephens  *  is  by  neces- 
sary implication  an  authority  for  the  heir-at-law. 
There  was  a  contingent  gift  to  the  devisee  under 
which  it  was  held  that  the  intermediate  rents  did 
not  pass.  But  there  was  also  a  residuary  gift 
which  did  pass  the  rents.  In  this  case  there  is  a 
contingent  but  no  present  vested  residuary  devise. 
The  contingent  gift  is  the  only  gift.  The  case  of 
Gibson  v.  Lord  Montjbrdf  is  specific  and  peculiar 
in  the  structure  and  expressions  of  the  will,  and 
wholly  inapplicable  to  this  case  as  an  authority. 
In  the  first  place,  the  residue  of  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  is  united  for  all  purposes ;  there  is  no 
distinction  by  separate  charges  as  in  our  case. 
Then  certain  annuities  being  charged  and  made 
payable  out  of  the  common  fund,  it  is  provided, 
if  they  fail,  that  they  shall  fkll  into  the  residue 
constituted  of  that  mixed  fund  which  is  united  by 
the  remainder ;  and  the  annuities  being  payable  ia 
part  out  of  rents  of  the  realty  which  is  a  portion  of 
the  mixed  fund,  there  is,  in  effect,  an  implied  if  not 
a  direct  gift  upon  contingency  of  part  of  the  rents 
of  the  real  estate  to  those  remainder  men.  The 
intermediate  rents,  therefore,  in  that  case  so  far 
from  being  undisposed  of,  as  in  this  case,  are  ex- 
pressly to  the  extent  and  proportion  in  which  they 
contributed  to  the  payment  of  the  annuities  given 
away  from  the  heir,  and  part  being  given — if  this  is 
not  a  plain  direction  as  to  the  whole, — it  is  an  im- 
plication which  follows  as  a  more  necessary  con- 
sequence than  under  the  gift  of  the  mixed  fund^ 

•  C.  T.  T.  233.  t  1  Ves.  Sen.  490. 
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1835.  inGenerT/  v.  Fitzgerald  that  the  intent  must  have 
been  to  give  the  whole  of  both  the  united  funds 
to  the  devisee  of  a  portion  of  the  fund.  This  is 
the  true  ground  of  the  decision,  in  Gibson  v.  Lord 
Montfordy  not,  as  erroneously  supposed,  the  mere 
union  of  the  real  and  personal  estate.  For  even 
in  Genery  v.  Fitzgerald  Lord  Eldon  most  care- 
fully fences  the  rule  by  this  qualification,  that  the 
fact  of  the  union  ought  to  put  the  judge  upon 
inquiry,  by  consideration  of  after  parts  of  the  will 
as  to  the  intent  of  the  testator  in  respect  to  the 
intermediate  rents  apparently  and  primd  facie  un- 
disposed of.  In  our  case  there  is  no  such  solid 
ground  on  which  to  build  the  inference,  as  in 
Gibson  v.  Lord  Montford. 

In  the  case  of  Popliam  v.  Lord  Aylesbury  •the 
devise  was  of  real  and  personal  estates  to  trustees, 
by  sale  or  mortgage,  to  pay  debts  and  legacies 
in  default  of  personal  estate,  and  subject  thereto 
in  trust  for  B.  his  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  in  case 
he  should  attain  twenty*one,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  intermediate  rents  were  not  undisposed  of,  but 
were  applicable  after  payment  of  legacies  and  the 
interest  of  debts  to  sink  the  principal  of  the  debts. 
This  decision  appears  to  have  no  bearing  upon 
the  present  question.  The  will  in  the  case  of 
Glanville  v.  Glanvilk  t  provided,  that  the  legacy 
should  be  a  vested  interest  in  the  legatee  at  the 
age  of  twenty-one,  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  was 
of  opinion  that  there  could  not  be  two  periods  of 
vesting,  and  by  fixing  one  the  testator  excludes 
the  other.  The  intermediate  rents,  therefore,  were 
directed  bv  the  decree  to  be  accumulated,  until  the 
plaintift  attained  twenty-one  or  died  under  that  age. 
But,  moreover,  in  that  case  the  devisee  was  the 

*  Arab.  68.  t  2  Mer.  38. 
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heir-at-law,  and  by  numerous  authorities  it  is  es-  1835. 
tablished,  that  where  an  interest  is  given  to  the 
heir  at  a  certain  time,  it  is  by  plain  implication  a 
gifl  from  him  until  that  time.  As  where  an  estate 
is  given  to  A.  after  the  death  of  B.,if  A.  is  the  heir- 
at-law,  there  is  by  implication  a  gift  to  B.  for  his 
life«  But  if  A.  is  not  the  heir-at-law,  there  is  no 
disposition  of  the  estate. 

Nicholk  V.  Osbom,  and  Taylor  v.  Johnson^  cited 
in  Glanville  v.  Glanvilk,  are  cases  of  personal  estate 
only.  In  Montgomery  v.  fFoodley^,  there  also 
cited,  there  was  first  a  series  of  direct  limitations, 
and  then  a  clause  directing  that  none  of  the  de- 
visees should  be  put  in  possesion  until  they 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-five.  It  was  argued 
that  this  was  a  revocation  of  the  former  gift:,  and 
that  the  property  was  in  the  mean  time  undisposed 
of.  But  the  Court  was  of  a  different  opinion.  Nor 
is  there  in  the  will  in  Glanville  v.  GtanviUe^  any  ap^ 
propriation  of  the  intermediate  profits  of  the  per- 
sonal estate,  shewing  a  distinction,  as  in  our  case, 
between  the  real  and  the  personal  estates. 

But  suppose  the  Appellant  had  died  under  the 
age  of  twenty-four,  to  whom  would  the  interme- 
diate rents  have  gone  ?  Not  to  his  representative, 
as  they  must  argue,  but  with  the  general  residue, 
to  the  next  in  remainder ;  and  if  so,  the  gift  is  con- 
tingent and  not  vested ;  and  if  the  residuary  clause 
carries  the  intermediate  rents  of  the  Appellant's 
estate,  it  must  also  carry  those  of  the  estate  given 
to  George  Holland  Ackers,  which  would  leave  him 
i;<^ithout  provision  or  maintenance.  The  case  as  to 
that  clause  cannot  consistently  be  argued  upon  any 
other  footing.    But  this  is  clearly  repugnant  to  the 

*  5  Ve».  522. 
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1685.      intent  of  the  testator,  and  the  express  provisions 
of  his  will. 

As  to  the  argument  that  the  words  of  this  will, 
in  the  hmitation  to  the  Appellant,  give  a  vested 
interest,  without  aid  in  construction  from  the 
other  clauses  of  the  will,  the  authorities  are  misun- 
derstood ;  for  in  all  of  them,  except  Stanley  v. 
Stanley^  there  is  a  direct  gift :  whereas  here  there  is 
no  gift,  but  only  a  direction  to  convey,  and  that 
upon  condition.  I  n  Stanley  v»  Stanley^  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  thought  the  question  of  vesting  not  ma- 
terial, and  in  the  appeal  by  O.  H.  Ackers,  a  serious 
question  may  arise,  whether  Stanley  v.  Stanley  was 
rightly  decided.  But  if  G.  H.  Ackers,  upon  the 
direction  to  convey  to  him,  at  his  age  of  twenty-one, 
took  only  a  contingent  interest,  it  must  be  clear 
beyond  question  that  the  Appellant  could  take 
no  more ;  for  in  the  former  case  as  in  Stanley  v. 
Stanley f  the  direction  to  convey  is  absolute,  and  not, 
as  in  this  case,  conditional,  or  to  be  accompanied  by 
an  act  to  be  done  by  the  devisee.  It  is  said  that  there 
is  a  good  devise  of  the  equitable  interest,  but  where 
is  it  to  be  found  except  in  the  direction  to  convey. 
It  is  said  that  the  direction  to  convey  is  a  form : 
so  it  might  be  if  there  was  otherwise  a  devise 
giving  a  vested  estate,  and  the  trustees  might  be 
compelled  to  convey :  but  there  is  no  such  gift, 
and  they  are  not  bound  to  convey ;  nor  will  any 
estate  vest  in  the  Appellant  until  he  does  the  act 
which  is  to  precede  or  accompany  the  convey- 
ance. If  the  trustees  had  converted  the  whole 
property  into  money,  the  same  act  was  required 
before  the  money  should  be  transferred.  It  is  a 
reasonable  condition — an  act  which  the  trustees  are 
bound  to  require  and  see  performed  before  they 


The  following  authorities  were  also  referred  to 
in  argument  chiefly  on  the  questions  of  vesting^ 
condition  precedent,  the  conversion  of  real  into 
personal  estate  and  resulting  trusts.  Durour  \. 
Mottexix^  1  Ves.  Sen.  320. ;  MaUabar  v.  MaUaboTf 
Forrest  78.,  on  resulting  trust  for  the  heir ;  WhiU 
more  v.  Weld^  2  Chanc.  Rep.  173.;  Acroyd  v. 
Smithson,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  512. ;  Digby  v.  Legard,  cited 
in    Cruse  v.  Barley  S  P.  W.  19.;    Amphlett  v. 

*  3  Bligh,  N.  S.  260. 
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vest  the  estate  by  the  conveyance.  In  Stanley  v.  18S5. 
Stanley  there  was  no  act  to  be  performed,  and  the 
trustees  might  be  bound  to  convey  as  directed, 
whether  the  estate  vested  was  there  held  imma- 
terial. The  case  was  disposed  of  on  other  grounds : 
here  the  conveyance  could  not  be  made  without 
a  breach  of  trust  unless  the  act  were  performed, 
and  there  is  no  gifl  or  estate  without  the  convey- 
ance. The  gift  is  in  and  by  that  conveyance,  and 
upon  the  performance  of  the  act,  which  operates 
as  a  condition  precedent,  or,  concurrent. 

These  questions  as  to  vested  and  contingent  in- 
terests, and  the  disposal  of  intermediate  rents  and 
profits,  were  most  fully  and  elaborately  argued  in 
the  case  of  Dijffield  v.  Duffield.*  There  was  a 
gift  to  A.  on  his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one, 
and  taking  the  name  of  Elwes.  The  main  question 
was,  whether  this  was  a  vested  or  contingent  in- 
terest ?  and  it  was  eventually  held,  upon  the  opi- 
nion of  the  Judges,  and  reversing  the  judgment  of 
the  Vice  Chancellor,  that  it  was  contingent,  and 
in  effect  principally  upon  the  ground  that  the 
attaining  the  age  and  taking  the  name  must 
precede  the  vesting  of  the  estate. 


458  CASES   IN    TH£   HOUSE   OF   LORDS 

1835.  Parke  2  Russ.  &  M.  221. ;  Aston  v.  Haroey^ 
West's  Rep.  p.  350. ;  Johnson  v.  Castle,  Winch 
116. ;  Wright  v.  Home,  8  Mod.,  5  Vin.  Abridg. 
34t3.  condition ;  Acherley  v.  Vernon,  Willes'  Rep. 
p.  153. ;  Doe  v.  Lea,  3  T.  Rep.  41. ;  Roundellv, 
Currer,  2  Bro.  Ch.  Ca.  67. ;  Grant's  case,  BuUoci 
V.  Stones,  2  Ves.  521. 


Lord  Brougham. — James  Ackers,  being  seised  of 
real,  leasehold^  and  personal  estates  in  the  county 
palatine  of  Lancaster  and  elsewhere,  by  his  last  will, 
among  other  things,  and  after  other  devises  and 
bequests,  devised  certain  leasehold  premises  and 
personal  chattels  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  directing 
that  the  interest  therein  unexpired  at  his  decease, 
together  with  the  personal  chattels,  should  ''  revert 
**  to  and  become  vested  in  his  executors,  to   be 
applicable  to  the  purposes  of  the  will,  afterwards 
set  forth  as  to  his  personal  estate  ;**  and  he  then 
gave  and  devised,  by  the  most  ample  words,  all  his 
real  and  personal  estate  whatsoever  and  wherever 
situated,  to  trustees,  whom  he  also  appointed  exe- 
cutors and  guardians  of  James  Coops  Ackers  the 
Appellant,  and   their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever, 
upon  trust  as  to  the   real   estate,  to   keep  it  in 
repair,  and  to  make  sale,  and  absolutely  dispose  of 
or  let  on  reserved  rents,   or  exchange  for  other 
lands,  or  for  partly  other  lands,  and  partly  money, 
all  or  any  part  or  parts  of  the  said  real  estate, 
except  a  small  parcel,  the  subject  of  the  other 
appeal,*  and  except  the  part  devised  to  his  wife  for 
life,  and  the  money  got  or  rents  raised  on  such  sale, 
lease,  or  exchange,  was  to  fall  into  his  personal 
estate.     He  then  declares  the  trust  as  to  the  estate 

*  Phipps  V.  Ackers,  heard  next  after  this  Appeal,  not  yet  decided. 
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of  Wheelock,  the  subject  of  the  other  appeal,  to  1885. 
be  to  George  Holland  Ackers  when  he  shall  attain 
twenty*one,  together  with  1 ,000/. ;  but  in  case  of 
his  decease  before,  without  issue,  both  the  one 
and  the  other  are  to  become  part  of  the  real  and 
personal  estate,  and  go  according  to  the  disposition 
(in  the  singular)  after  made ;  and  as  to  the  resi- 
due of  the  personal  estate  not  specifically  disposed 
of,  the  trusts  are,  to  repair  the  real  as  well  as  per- 
sonal, meaning  of  course  the  leasehold,  and  to 
•«  vest  the  surplus  and  accumulate  it  by  way  of 
**  compound  interest  for  James  Coops  Ackers 
**  (who  appears  to  have  been  his  natural  son) 
**  until  he  arrives  at  twenty-four  /*  and  then  upon 
trust  to  convey,  assign,  and  transfer,  by  proper  and 
effectual  conveyances,  transfers,  and  assurances, 
to  James  Coops  Ackers  **  (upon  his  giving  such 
*^  securities,  and  executing  such  deeds  and  as^ 
**  surances  as  the  said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the 
**  time  being,  or  their  or  his  counsel,  shall  devise 
**  for  the  regular  payment  of  the  several  annuities 
••hereinbefore  bequeathed),  all  the  legal  estate 
••and  interest  of  and  in  all  my  said  freeholdy 
•*  copyhold,  and  leasehold  messuages,  lands,  tene-^ 
••  ments,  rents,  and  hereditaments,  moieties,  parts^ 
••  and  shares  of  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  rents^ 
••  and  hereditaments,  situate,  standing,  lying,  aris^ 
*•  ing,  and  being  in  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great 
••  Britain  and  Ireland,  and  all  other  my  real  and 
♦•  personal  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and  where- 
••  soever,  not  hereinbefore  giveny  devised,  and  be- 
♦•  queathed  ;  subject  nevertheless  to  the  life  estate 
of  my  said  wife  in  my  said  capital,  messuage,^ 
dwelling-house,  garden,  land,  and  premises,  and 
the  household  goods  and  chattels  thereto  apper* 
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1835.  i€  taining  and  belonging.**  And  the  question  de- 
cided in  the  Court  below  and  now  brought  by 
appeal  before  your  Lordships,  is,  whether  or  not 
this  devise  gives  the  intermediate  rents  and  profits 
growing  due,  and  of  which  perception  has  been 
had  by  the  trustees  previous  to  the  period  of  n» 
jority  prescribed  to  James  Coops  Ackers  the  Ap. 
pellant  His  Honor  having  decided  that  these 
rents  go  to  the  heir-at-law  as  undevised,  and  that 
the  gift  to  James  Coops  Ackers  was  contingent. 

Upon  the  general  principles  which  are  to  mlc 
this  case,  there  is  no  doubt :  they  are  recognised  in 
all  the  cases,  and  not  disputed  in  any,  even  where 
the  particular  circumstances  are  understood  to  pre- 
clude their  application  ;  nor  do  I  understand  them 
to  be  now  brought  into  controversy,  except,  per- 
haps, in  one  part  of  the  argument  upon  the  other 
appeal ;  indeed,  they  are  so  clear  that  they  require 
no  defence.     The  heir-at-law  takes  through  no  in- 
tention of  the  testator,  but  paramount  the  will, 
independent  of  it ;  or  as  it  has  sometimes  been  ex* 
pressed,  and  not  very  correctly,  against  the  will. 
This  is  quite  plain ;  it  is  indeed  only  saying,  he 
takes  as  heir,  and  not  as  purchaser.     But  from  this 
it  follows  that  he  has  no  occasion  at  all  for  argu- 
ments upon  construction,  or  to  indicate  and  ascer^ 
tain  intention  in   his  favour.      These  arguments^ 
belong  to  the  party  who  would  displace  him,  and  bj^ 
means  of  the  intention  expressed,  defeat  his  claim. 
Nor  can  he  be  so  displaced  and  defeated  except  by^ 
direct  words  or  plain  intention ;  an  expression  which  " 
I  prefer  to  necessary  implication.     There  must 
appear  to  be  such  an  intention  to  exclude  him,  as 
to  leave  no  reasonable  doubt  on  the  mind  of  the 
Court  that  it  existed  in  the  mind  of  the  testator. 
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and  it  will  manifestly  not  be  sufficient  that  from  the  ISS5. 
general  circumstances  and  situation  of  the  party, 
or  even  from  the  general  aspect  of  the  instrument, 
we  may  have  no  moral  doubt  of  how  the  framer  of 
it  would  have  answered  the  question  had  he  been 
asked  to  declare  his  meaning,  for  this  would  let  in 
every  case  of  plain  omission,  by  mistake,  and  of 
gift  by  inept  words,  or  in  contravention  of  the 
rules  of  law.  The  words  used  in  the  will  must  be 
sufficient  according  to  their  legal  sense,  and  within 
the  rules  of  law  to  indicate  the  intention  ;  there  it 
is  chiefly  that  the  authorities  aid  us,  and  indeed 
control  us ;  for  these  have  in  this,  as  in  so  many 
other  branches  of  the  law  respecting  devises  and 
bequests,  given  a  certain  weight  to  certain  pro- 
visions ;  that  is  to  say,  the  courts  have  held  these 
provisions  as  so  strong  to  indicate  intention,  that 
a  rule  of  construction  may  be  said  to  have  been 
adopted,  and  when  we  And  such  provisions  we  are 
not  at  liberty  to  say  the  intention  did  not  exist, 
unless  the  other  parts  of  the  instrument  are  suffix 
cient  to  rebut  the  inference. 

Now  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  look  at  the 
cases  decided  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  without 
feeling  that  great  force  has  been  given  to  ge- 
neral gifts  of  all  the  residue  real  and  personal* 
The  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  while  it  possessed 
such  lawyers  as  Mr.  Justice  Heath  and  Mr.  Justice 
Wilson,  held  such  a  gift  to  be  strong  enough  to 
pass  real  estate,  though  accompanied  with  limit- 
ations  utterly  inapplicable  to  any  but  personal  estate,. 
J^oe  V.  Chapman^  1  H.  B.  223. :  and  the  same  was 
afterwards  held  in  Smith  v.  Cqffin,  2  H.  B.  444. ;  a 
doctrine  extended  in  Morgan  v.  Surman  *  (when 
Sir  J.  Mansfield  was  in  that  Court),  so  as  to  com- 

♦  1  Tao.  289. 
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1 835.       prehend  estates  not  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
testator.     But  this  principle  is  general,   and  will 
•^        not  carry  us  a  great  way.     The  view  taken  of  a 
mixed  residuary  gift  in  Gibson  v.  Monfford,  1  Vesey 
sen.  489.  is  of  great  importance.     I  have  seen  it 
commented  upon  by  some  very  able  text  writers, 
as  if  Lord  Hardwicke  had  there  considered  that  a 
residuary  gift  of  real  estate  by  way  of  executory 
devise,  and  to  a  person  not  in  esse^  or  to  a  person 
in  esse,  but  to  take  only  at  a  future  time,  carried 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estate  during  the  inter* 
mediate  time.     This  is  certainly  not  the  gist  of 
the  decision,  which  proceeds  upon  the  whole  cir* 
cumstances  of  the  case,  and  particularly  on  the 
devise  being  to  the  trustees  in  fee,  and  on  the  gift 
being  of  the  residue  of  all  the  estates  real  and  per* 
sonal.     But  in  one  part  of  his  elaborate  judgment, 
p.  490.,  he  says,  **  It  is  pretty  hard  to  say  that  in 
**  am/  case  where  one  devises  all  the  rest  and  re- 
"  sidue  of  his  real  estate,  the  heir  should  be  enabled 
"  to  claim  any  thing  out  of  it,  for  how  can  he  claim 
or   take  these    intermediate  profits?    He  must 
claim  them  as  part  of  the  real  estate  undisposed 
"  of.**     But  he  afterwards  dwells  upon  the  resi- 
duary devise  of  all  estate  personal  as  well  as  real- 
Let  us,  however,  in  passing  remark,  although  thi» 
is  quite  unnecessary  for  disposing  of  the  present:^ 
question,  that  it  does  seem  difficult  to  understands 
a  residuary  devise   even  when  confined   to   real — 
estate,  in  any  other  than  this  general  and  absolute^^ 
sense.     For  what  can  it  mean  but  to  give  awa] 
from  the  heir  whatever  had  not  before  been  given 
away  from  him  ?    In  some  of  the  cases  discussion 
has  arisen  as  to  the  words  **  not  before  given,*'  or 
"  not  otherwise  disposed  ofj**  but  these  are  im- 
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plied  in  "rest,  residue,  and  remainder.**    Then       1835. 
suppose  I  give  my  estate  of  Blackacre  to  A.,  and 
then  give  to  B.  my  other  real  estate,  not  already 
or  otherwise  disposed  of,  "  to  be  taken  by  him  at 
**  twenty-one,  or  when  he  arrives  at  ;*'  surely 

this  includes  not  merely  the  corpus  of  my  estate 
of  Whiteacre,  but  the  intermediate  rents  of  it,  be- 
cause these  are  parts  of  the  real  estate  not  other- 
wise disposed  of.  This  appears  clearly  to  have 
been  Lord  Hardwicke*s  opinion,  and  I  know  of  no 
case  in  which  it  has  been  overruled,  though  it  is 
said  to  be  inconsistent  with  Bullock  v.  Stones^*  of 
which  I  shall  presently  speak. 

But  Gibson  v.  Montford  is  certainly  of  peculiar 
authority.  There  is  hardly  any  one  of  the  same 
eminent  person's  judgments  more  laboured,  and  he 
felt  strongly  the  difficulties  of  construing  the  will, 
for  he  begins  by  saying  that  it  looked  as  if  the  tes- 
tator (Mr.  Shephard)  had  been  minded  to  raise  all 
the  questions  touching  executory  devises  and  de- 
vises in  trust,  which  he  could  on  such  an  instru- 
ment. The  part,  too,  which  occupies  by  far  the 
greatest  portion  of  the  judgment  is  the  one  here  in 
question.  Lord  Hardwicke  at  great  length  shews 
tiiat  the  trustees  took  a  fee  in  the  estates  devised ; 
and  he  then  refers  fully  to  the  case  of  Stephens  v. 
Stephens^  and  to  the  concurring  opinion  of  the 
courts  of  law  and  equity;  of  himself,  when  sitting 
in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  of  Lord  Talbot 
and  Lord  King,  that  an  executory  devise  of  all 
the  rest  and  residue  of  an  estate  real  and  personal, 
takes  in  the  intermediate  profits  of  the  real  estate 
so  devised  upon  contingency.  He  then  states  that 
the  only  difference  between  Stephens  v.  Stepliens 
and  the  case  at  bar  was,  that  the  devisee  was  im 

♦  2  Ves.  Senr.  522. 
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esse,  which  he  agrees  made  it  stronger.  But  he 
still  holds  that  case  sufficient  to  decide  the  one  in 
hand.  However,  he  adds  that  it  does  not  rest 
there ;  for  the  blending  of  real  and  personal  estates 
in  the  same  residuary  clause,  the  surplus  of  the 
personal  being  on  all  hands  admitted  to  pass,  is  a 
strong  argument  against  a  resulting  trust  to  the 
heir-at-law,  and  that  Lord  King  laid  great  stroigth 
on  this  in  Rogers  v.  Rogers.*  He  further  reUes  on 
the  disposal  of  the  annuities  as  furnishing  new  in^ 
dications  of  the  intention  to  exclude  the  heir. 
These,  which  were  to  be  paid  out  of  the  real  estate^ 
in  case  the  personal  proved  deficientp  were  ordered 
to  fall  into  the  residue  as  the  lives  fell  in. 

I  have  preferred  a  reference  to  the  important 
cases  of  Stephens  v.  Stephens,  and  Rogers  v. 
Rogers,  in  the  words  and  with  the  remarks  of 
such  a  commentator  as  Lord  Hardwicke,  rather 
than  going  at  once  to  the  books.  But  taking 
them  into  view,  and  especially  considering  the 
decision  of  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Gibson  v.  Moni- 
Jbrdy  I  remain  without  any  doubt  at  all  upoo 
the  case  at  bar.  But  Stephens  v.  Stephens  requires 
an  observation  further.  The  folio  edition.  For- 
rester's  Cases,  Temp.  Lord  Talbot  was  published 
before  1750,  when  Gibson  v.  Montford  was  de- 
cided ;  and  yet  it  is  observable  that  Lord  Hardwide 
there  speaks  of  Lord  Talbot's  opinion  as  known  to 
him  only  by  rumour,  whereas  it  appears  from  For- 
rester,  p.  228,  that  Lord  Talbot  expressed  his  sa- 
tisfaction with  the  certificate  of  the  King's  Bench, 
and  said  he  hoped  it  would  for  the  future  be  a 
leading  case  in  the  determination  of  all  questions 
of  this  kind.  The  main  point  no  doubt  in  the 
case  sent,  and  in  the  certificate  returned,  was  the 
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question  then  held  not  suflBciently  decided,  not-  ^^^\ 
withstanding  Taylor  v.  Bydall^  upon  an  executory 
devise  to  a  person  unborn  on  his  attaining  twenty- 
one.  But  the  whole  matter  was  sent  to  law,  and 
a  distinct  opinion  is  given  that  Sir  Thomas  Stephens 
took  the  interest  in  the  intermediate  rents  and 
profits  not  before  bequeathed  and  devised  by  virtue 
of  the  residuary  gift  in  the  will. 

But  the  Filecutter's  case  (^Bullock  v.  Stone^ 
2  Vesey  sen.)  is  cited,  as  leading  to  another  view. 
I  shall  first  remark  upon  it,  that  some  of  the  cir- 
cumstances are  wanting  there  which  occuiTed  in 
Gibson  v.  Montford^  and  which  occur  here.  Next, 
reliance  was  there  placed  in  the  argument  at  the 
bar  upon  the  relation  in  which  the  devisee,  the  un- 
born son  of  the  filecutter,  stood  to  his  father. 
Thirdly,  the  judgment  only  gives  the  filecutter 
(who  was  heir-at-law)  the  rents  and  profits  un- 
til  the  son  comes  in  esse^  and  then  gives  them 
to  the  son ;  at  least  this  is  the  plain  meaning  of 
the  judgment,  though  it  is  very  inaccurately  given, 
liOrd  Hardwicke  being  made  to  say,  ^^I  am  of 
'<  opinion  that  the  interest  in  the  intermediate 
**  rents  arising  to  the  heir-at-law,  will  determine 
*<  upon  his  having  a  son,  for  that  son's  educa- 
**  tion  is  to  come  out  of  them  ;  *'  and  he  adds,  **  the 
^<  son  whom  the  testator  has  instituted  as  heir,  shall 
**  have  the  benefit  of  these  rents  and  profits  from 
*^  the  time  of  his  birth,  at  least  so  far  as  his 
*^  conduct  is  concerned,  and  what  the  surplus 
**  will  be  does  not  appear,  probably  nothing." 
The  utmost  then  that  can  be  said  as  to  the 
surplus  untouched  by  the  special  direction  re- 
specting maintenance  and  education,  is  that  the 
judgment   avoids    disposing   of  them.    But  that 
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1835.  which  totally  distinguished  the  filecutter's  case 
from  Gibson  v.  Monfford^  and  from  the  present 
^^  case  is,  that  it  is  not  the  case  of  a  general  residue 
at  all :  it  is  only  a  gift  of  the  '<  real  and  personal 
"  estate  at  Ashgate."  By  this  must  be  intended 
the  real  estate  at  Ashgate  and  the  personal 
estate  there,  or  the  personalty  connected  with 
the  realtv:  and  it  looks  as  if  it  had  been 
leasehold.  Now  no  one  maintains  that  a  devise  to 
A.  when  born,  or  when  he  attains  twenty-one,  of 
the  estate  of  Blackacre,  will  convey  the  interme- 
diate rents.  That  is  a  known  and  admitted  dis- 
tinction between  a  devise  of  real  and  a  gift  of 
personal  estate,  to  vest  in  possession  at  a  future 
time. 

Genery  v.  Fitzgerald^  was  decided  by  Lord  Eldon 
upon  an   appeal  from  the  Rolls,  and  he  was  so 
clear  on  the  point  that  he  stopt  the  respondent's 
Counsel.    Bullock  v.  Stone^  was  cited  by  the  Vice- 
Chancellor,  who  argued  it  for  the  appeal,  as  was 
Gibson  v.  Montford.     His  Lordship  therefore  had 
the  whole  before  him,  and  after  admitting  the  dis- 
tinction between  real  and  personal  gifts,   to  which 
I  have  adverted,  he  says,  "  When  a  testator  mixes 
'^  up  real  and  personal  estate  in  the  same  clause,  tlie 
*^  question  must  be  whether  he  does  not  show  aa 
<' intention  that  the  same  rules  shall  operate  on 
"both."     It  must  be  further  remarked  that  this^ 
was  a  direct  gift  to  the  devisee,  and  not  a  fee  li — - 
mited  first  to  trustees.    Now  Lord  Hardwicke  must::^ 
have  deemed  that  an  important  feature  in  Gibson  v— — 

Montfbrdj  for  a  great  part  of  his  argument  is  em 

ployed  in  demonstrating  that  the  trustees  took  a.^^ 
fee ;  and  accordingly  reliance  was  placed  on  the  ^^ 
difference  between  the  two  cases,  by  the  Vice- 
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Chancellor  arguing  on  the  Appellant's  behalf  in  18S5. 
Genery  v.  Fitzgerald.  Nevertheless  Lord  Eldon 
was  quite  clear  that  the  blending  of  real  and  per- 
sonal in  one  clause  was  sufficient,  and  affirmed  the 
judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  although 
the  fee  previously  given  to  the  trustees  did  not 
exist  in  that  case,  on  which  Lord  Hardwicke 
thought  so  much  turned. 

The  case  before  us  has  all  the  circumstances 
which  occurred  in  Gibson  v.  Montford,  except  that 
of  the  annuities  directed   to  fall  in  ;    and  it  has 
other  circumstances  fully  as  strong  as  that  was, 
which  did  not  occur  in  the  former  case.     It  is 
also   distinguished  by  the  circumstance  adverted 
to  by  Lord  Hardwicke  to  have  some  weight,  of  the 
gift  being  to  a  person  in  esse,  as  it  was  in  Stephens 
V.  Stephens.     There  is  a  devise  to  trustees  in  fee 
not  proved  by  implication  or  made  out  by  reason- 
ing, but  in  the  most  express  and  apt  terms  to  con- 
vey a  fee.    There  is  the  power  of  exchange  and  sale 
of  all  or  any  part  of  the  real  estate,  the  price  to  fall 
into  the  residue,  and  go  from  the  heir.     There  is 
the  direction  for  the  repairs  of  the  leasehold  out  of 
the  general  fund.     There  is  the  accumulating  of 
the  personalty  and  compound  interest  directed,  and 
before  any  direction  is  added  as  to  who  shall  take 
this,  there  comes  the  general  gift  of  the  real  and 
personal  estate  not  otherwise  given  ;  so  that  though 
Tio    direction  is    given  as    to  accumulating    the 
income  of  the  real  estate,  yet  the  accumulation 
of  the  personal  income  is  only  given  under  the 
same  clause  which  gives  the  residue  of  the  real 
estate.     The  word    "  disposition**   is  used  in  the 
singular,  indicating  clearly  that  it  was  all  one  pro- 
vision or  gift,  real  as  well  as  personal. 
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There  remains  then  no  doubt  whatever  that  this 
case  is  at  least  as  strong  as  Gibson  v.  Montfordy 
perhaps  stronger ;  that  it  is  stronger  than  Gentry 
V.  Fitzgerald  ;  that  it  does  not  at  all  come  within 
the  principle  of  the  filecutter's  case ;  and  that 
therefore  the  circumstances  indicate  plainly  an 
intention  to  displace  the  heir-at-law,  with  respect 
to  the  intermediate  rents  and  profits. 

I  do  not  at  all  consider  this  doctrine  reco^ised  in 
Stephens  v.  StephenSj  Gibson  v.  Montfordy  and 
Genery  v.  Fitzgerald,  as  an  arbitrary  one,  or 
proceeding  on  technical  grounds.  The  main  cir- 
cumstance  of  the  residuary  gift,  real  and  personal, 
naturally  and  in  itself  indicates,  and  strongly,  an 
intention  that  both  should  follow  the  same  course 
and  be  dealt  with  in  the  same  way.  But  I  also  am  of 
opinion  that  the  gift  of  a  real  residue  of  itself  would, 
be  enough  upon  another  ground,  namely  the  mean- 
ing of  residue,  still  more  if  as  here  the  words  "  not 
otherwise  disposed  of,**  are  found  in  the  gift;  for thb 
shows  that  the  devisee  under  such  a  gift  is  to  take 
all  the  real  estate  not  otherwise  given  ;  and  this 
must  exclude  the  heir  who  cannot  take  under  anj 
gift.  Such,  too,  is  Lord  Hardwicke's  opinion  in 
Gibson  w  Montford,  although  he  does  not  decide 
the  case  upon  this  ground  alone.  As  for  Wright 
V.  Home,  8  Mod. ;  which  is  sometimes  referred 
to  in  questions  of  this  kind,  and  which  as  well  a$ 
Goodtitle  v.  Opie,  (ibid.),  is  relied  on  in  the  argu- 
ment  at  the  bar,  in  Gibson  v.  Montfordy  it  clearly 
has  no  application,  for  it  related  entirely  to  a  lapsed 
devise  of  land,  which  is  now  admitted  not  to 
pass  under  such  residuary  gift. 

The  residuary  gift  is  that  which  the  present  case 
has  in  common  with  the  three  others  whicli  I  have 
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cited.     But  the  other  circumstances  of  the  case,  I       1835. 
mean  the  other  provisions  of  the  will,  are  strongto 
indicate  the  same  intention  of  excluding  the  heir- 
at-law. 

I  observe  that  reliance  was  placed  below  on  the 
parenthetical  words  ("  upon  his  giving  such  secu- 
rity, &c.")  and  his  Honor  is  represented  to  have 
treated  these  as  in  the  nature  of  a  condition  prece- 
dent To  be  sure  if  it  were  so  that  would  make  a 
great  difference  in  the  argument ;  but  I  can  on  no 
account  allow  it  There  is  nothing  like  condition 
precedent  here,  or  indeed  subsequent  either,  but  it 
is  a  direction  or  provision  wholly  nugatory  and  use- 
less, inasmuch  as  the  law  would  have  required  the 
performance  of  the  same  thing  wholly  unconnected 
with  the  devisee  taking  under  the  gifts,  or  his 
manner  of  taking ;  a  direction  to  give  a  receipt 
might  as  well  be  called  a  condition  precedent 

Judgment  reversed. 


After  hearing  counsel,  as  well  on  Thursday  the  Aug.  31. 
10th  day  of  July,  as  on  Friday  the  1 4th  and  *^^* 
Saturday  the  15th  of  August,  upon  the  petition 
and  appeal  of  James  Ackers,  an  infant,  &c.,  com- 
plaining of  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  of 
the  19th  of  December  1831,  which  order  was 
signed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  and  enrolled  on 
the  21st  day  of  February  1832,  and  made  in  a 
certain  cause  wherein,  &c.,  and  praying  that  the 
same  might  be  reversed,  &c.,  —  it  is  ordered  and 
adjudged  by  the  Lords,  &c.,  that  the  order  com- 
plained of  in  the  said  appeal  be  and  the  same  is 
hereby  reversed,  and  that  the  demurrer  be  allowed 
without  prejudice  to  the  equities  of  the  several 
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1835.      parties  to  this  suit,  in   the  suit  and  appeal  of" 
Phipps  V.  AckerSj  now  depending  in  this  House  ; 
and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the   costs  of  all 
parties  in  the  court  below,  and  of  the  appeal,  be 
paid  by  the  Appellant,  James  Ackers,  out  of  the 
estate,  &c. 
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ENGLAND. 

(k.  b.  and  exchequer  chamber.) 

James  Andrews       -        -    Plaintiff  in  Error ; 

Thomas  Drever,  Thomas  1 

Mawdesley,   and  Wil-  r  Defendants  in  Error. 
LiAM  Turner        -        -J 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  action  brought  by  a  lay-impropriator  under 
the  statute  5  &  6  Ed.  6.  c.  13.,  for  not  setting  out  tithe^ 
evidence  having  been  given  that  the  tithe  in  question  had 
never  been  paid  for  the  lands  of  the  Defendant,  the  judge 
was  required  to  direct  the  jury  that  a  grant  or  release  of  the 
tithe  ought  to  be  presumed.  But  the  judge  told  the  jury 
that  they  could  not  presume  a  grant  from  mere  nonpayment, 
and  that  it  was  no  answer  to  a  claim  of  tithe  by  a  lay-impro- 
priator. Whereupon  a  bill  of  exceptions  was  tendered  and 
signed.  A  verdict  upon  this  direction  having  been  given  for 
the  Plaintiff,  and  judgment  thereon,  upon  a  writ  of  error  the 
judgment  was  affirmed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  and  in  the 
House  of  Lords. 

From  evidence  of  a  grant  from  the  crown  in  1579,  and  of 
modern  enjoyment  of  tithes,  the  jury  may  presume  interme- 
diate conveyances  of  the  rectory  between  the  date  of  the 
original  grant  and  a  lease  of  tithes  dated  in  1686. 

Perception  of  tithe  of  com  is  evidence  of  a  title  to  tithe  of  hay 


X  HE  Defendants  in  error  being  lay  rectors  of  the 
parish  of  Prestbury,  in  the  county  palatine  of 
Chester,  and  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  the  tithes  of 
corn,  grain,  and  hay,  yearly  arising  and  growing  on 
the  lands  in  the  occupation  of  the  Plaintiff  in  error, 
situate  in  the  said  parish,  in  Easter  terra,  1831, 
brought  their  action   under  the    statute  of   the 
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iS36l  2  &  3  Edward  6.  c.  13.,  against  the  Plaintiff  in  error, 
as  the  occupier  of  lands  within  the  said  parish,  for 
not  setting  out  his  tithes. 

The  Defendant  appeared  and  pleaded  to  the 
action  and  declaration,  that  he  did  not  owe  the 
sum  of  money  demanded,  &c. 

The  action  being  at  issue,  came  on  for  trial  before 
BoUand  B.  and  a  full  special  jury  at  the  summer 
assizes  for  the  county  of  Chester,  in  the  year  1831, 
when,  upon  the  evidence  stated  in  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions hereinafter  mentioned,  a  verdict  was  giveD 
for  the  Plaintiffs  against  the  Defendant  (the  Plaint 
tiff  in  error)  for  the  sum  of  105/.  155.  In  the 
courae  of  the  trial,  the  counsel  of  the  Plaintiff  in 
error  tendered  the  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  rulifig 
and  judgment  of  the  learned  judge.  The  bill  of 
exceptions,  containing  all  the  facts  material  to  the 
judgment  of  the  case,  was  as  follows,  viz.  :.— 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  said   issue   the  counsel 
learned  in  the  law  for  the  said  Plaintiffs,  in  support 
of  the  said  action,  produced  and  gave  in  evidence 
certain  letters  patent  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  dated 
the  19th  day  of  December,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1579,  whereby  the  said  Queen  Elizabeth  gave  tnd 
granted  unto  George  Calveley,  Knt,  George  Cot^ 
ton,    Hugh  Cholmeley,   Thomas  Leighe,    Hemy 
Mainwaring,  John  Nuthall,    and  Richard  Hurle* 
stone,  esquires,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever^ 
divers  hereditaments  in  Cheshire,  anciently  apper- 
taining to  the  monastery  of  Saint  Werberg,  aa€3 
among  other  things,  all  the  manors,  hereditament^^ 
commodities,  emoluments,  and  profits  whatsoevi 
of  the  said  Queen  Elizabeth,  situate,  lying,  and 
ing  in  the  ville,  fields,  parish,  or  hamlets  of 
buty,  in  the  county  of  Chesteri  and  all  and  gini 
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the  tithes,  portions,  and  oblations  whatsoever,  is9Ur  1835. 
ing,  growing,  renewing,  or  being  out  of  and  in  the  '^-^^'^ 
ville,  fields,  parish,  or  hamlets  of  Prestburyaforesaid, 
and  also  all  the  rectory  and  church  of  Prestbury 
aforesaid  (which  said  manor,  rectory,  and  premise^ 
to  the  said  iponastery  of  Saint  Werberg  did  thereto- 
fore belong  and  pertain),  and  all  and  singular  m^ 
nors^  globes,  tithes,  obventions,  peqsions,  portions» 
and  oil  apd  singular  other  profits,  possessions,  and 
hereditaments  whatsoever,  situate,  lying,  renewing, 
or  being  in  the  ville,  fields,  parish,  or  hamlets  of 
Prestbury  aforesaid,  or  elsewhere  soever,  in  the 
aaicl  county  of  Chester,  to  the  said  rectory  or 
church  in  anywise  belonging  or  pertaining,  or 
^hich  as  part  or  parcel  of  the  same  rectory  or 
church  were  theretofore  had,  known,  or  reputed. 

And  the  said  counsel  for  the  said  Plaintiffs  fur- 
ther produced  and  gave  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of 
the  said  issue,  a  certain  deed  of  partition,  executed 
by  aU  the  above-named  parties,  except  the  said 
George  Calveley  and  the  said  Thomas  Leighe,  and 
dated  the  1st  day  of  October,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  1586,  whereby,  after  reciting  the  said  grant 
£rom  the  said  Queen  Elizabeth,  of  the  above-men- 
tioned hereditaments  (among  others)  to  the  said 
Cceorge  Calveley,  Knt,  George  Cotton,  Hugh 
Cholmeley,  Henry  Mainwaring,  John  Nuthall,  and 
Kichard  Hurlestone,  and  the  said  Thomas  Leighe, 
wid  Uieir  heirs,  and  the  death  of  the  said  George 
Calveley,  they  the  said  Oeorge  Cotton,  Hugh 
Clholmeley,  Henry  Mainwaring,  John  Nuthali,  and 
JLichard  Hurlestone,  remised,  released,  and  for 
them,  their  heirs  and  successors,  for  ever  wholly 
iquitted  claim  to  the  said  Thomas  Leighe  and  his 
jheii;  (in  his  full  and  peaceable  possession. being) 

KK  2 


MUEWtJi 


'474  CASES    IN    THE    HOUSE    OF   LORDS 

1835.  all  their  right,  title,  claim,  and  demand  whatsoever 
of  and  in  the  aforesaid  rectory  church  and  manor 
••  of  Prestbury,  and  of  and  in  all  and  singular 
the  premises  thereinbefore  mentioned,  with  th(^ 
appurtenances  whatsoever,  except  and  wholly  re* 
served  all  and  singular  messuages,  lands,  tenements^ 
and  hereditaments  whatsoever,  with  the  appurte* 
nances  in  Chelibrde  and  AsthuU,  within  the  afore- 
said parish  of  Prestbury,  other  than  all  and  all 
manner  of  tithes,  oblations,  and  obventions  within 
Chelforde  and  Asthull  aforesaid,  yearly  growing, 
coming,  and  renewing. 

And  the  said  counsel  for  the  said  Plaintiflfe  also 
produced  and  gave  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the 
said  issue,  divers  leases  and  counterparts  of  leased 
of  the  tithes  of  corn,  grain,  and  hay,  and  also  of 
wool,  lambs,  pasture,  and  agistments  of  cattle, 
cows,  calves,  mares,  colts,  or  foals,  pigs,  smoke 
pennies,  Easter  rolls,  mortuaries,  offerings,  and  all 
other  tithes  and  tenths,  dues  and  duties  whatsoever, 
yearly  coming,  growing,  renewing,  arising,  hap- 
pening, or  becoming  due,  tithed  or  titheable  withio 
the  township  of  Woodford,  in  the  said  parish  of 
Prestbury  (within  which  township  the  lands  of  the 
said  Defendant  were  situate),  granted  by  di&rent 
members  of  the  family  of  Leighe  of  Adlington, 
for  the  time  being,  successors  of  the  said  Thomas 
Leighe  above-mentioned,  to  the  persons  thereifl 
respectively  named,  many  of  the  lessees  under 
which  leases  were  resident  within  the  said  township 
of  Woodford,  for  certain  terms  of  years,  which  wait 
at  the  time  of  the  trial  expired,  the  earliest  of 
which  said  leases  bore  date  the  12th  day  of  June, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  I7IO,  and  the  latest  thereof 
bore  date  the  l6th  day  of  October,  in  the  ycat  of 
our  Lord  I798. 
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'  The  counsel  for  the  Plaintiffs,  in  support  of  the  I83ft 
action,  proved  the  receipt  of  rent  for  and  on  ac- 
count of  Elizabeth  Legh  of  Adiington,  and  Richard 
Legh  of  Adiington  respectively,  under  and  in  re- 
spect of  certain  of  the  said  leases,  from  the  persons 
to  whom  the  same  were  respectively  granted  as 
aforesaid :  and  the  counsel  for  the  Plaintiffs  also 
produced  and  offered  to  give  in  evidence  on  the 
trial  of  the  said  issue,  divers  other  leases,  and  coun- 
terparts of  leases,  of  the  tithes  of  corn,  grain,  and 
hay,  and  also  of  wool,  lambs,  pasture,  an  a  gist- 
ment  of  cattle,  cows,  calves,  mares,  colts,  or  foals, 
pigs,  smoke  pennies,  Easter  rolls,  mortuaries,  offer- 
ings, and  all  other  tithes  and  tenths,  dues  and 
duties  whatsoever,  yearly  coming,  growing,  renew- 
ing, arising,  happening,  or  becoming  due,  tithed 
and  titheable  within  townships  in  the  said  parish 
of  Prestbury,  other  than  the  said  township  of  Wood- 
ford, granted  by  the  different  members  of  the 
family  of  Leighe  of  Adiington,  for  the  time  being, 
successors  to  the  said  Thomas  Leighe  above- 
mentioned,  to  the  persons  therein  named  respect- 
ively, for  terms  of  years  then  expired,  at  different 
times,  from  the  11th  day  of  November,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1686,  which  was  the  date  of  the 
earliest  of  the  said  leases,  down  to  the  18th  day  of 
October,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1798,  which  was 
the  date  of  the  latest  thereof:  whereupon  the 
counsel  for  the  said  Defendant  intei-posed,  and  in- 
sisted that  the  said  evidence  so  offered  to  be  given  by 
the  said  Plaintiffs  was  not  good  or  admissible  in  law. 
Upon  the  issue  aforesaid,  but  the  said  justices  held 
and  affirmed,  that  the  said  evidence  so  offered  to  be 
given  by  the  said  Plaintiffs  as  aforesaid,  was  ffood 
:and  admissible  in  law.    And  thereupon  the  6aid 
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iSSS.      counsel  for  the  said  Plaintiffs  gave  in  evidence  the 

"^tirm      said  leases  last  aforesaid,  and  the  same  were  then  and 

«•         there  read  before  the  said  justices  and  the  said  juiy^ 

and  the  said  counsel  for  the  Plaintifis  proved  the 

receipt  of  the  rent  reserved,  under  some  of  the  same 

last-mentioned  leases,  for  and  on  account  of  the 

lessors  therein    named    respectively.     Upon    the 

trial  of  the  said  issue,    one    Thomas    Brodbelt 

was  produced  and  examined  upon  oath  as  a  witness, 

by  the  said  counsel  for  the  said  Plaintiffs,  in  sup 

port  of  the  said  action^  who  deposed  that  in  die 

year  1811,  he  became  valuer  of  the  tithes  of  the 

parish   of  Prestbury,   for   Mr.  Richard  Legb  of 

Adlington,  that  he  continued  to  be  so  untill  the 

year  1818:  that  Mr.  Richard  Legh  died  in  the 

yettf  1822.     That  he  (the  witness),  received  tiAe 

rents  from  the  occupiers  of  the  different  htms. 

That  he  valued  the  tithes  of  Woodford,  and  among 

others,  those  of  the  Defendant's  lands  j  that  he 

valued  corn,  grain,  barley,  cattle,  pasture,  meadow, 

and  other  things ;  that  he  never  received  any  tithe 

in  kind :  that  one  Martha  Barber  was  an  occupier 

of  land  in  the  township  of  Butley  in  the  parish  of 

Prestbury ;  that  he  once  received  5s.  from  her  for 

a  tithe  of  hay,  that  this  was  after  the  dispute  about 

the  payment  of  hay  tithe  arose :  that  he  did  not 

know  of  any  other  receipt  of  hay  tithe ;  that  the 

occupiers  of  land  in  the  parish  of  Prestbury  had 

some  all  hay  and  some  both  hay  and  corn :  and 

upon  the  cross-examination  of  the  said  Thomas 

Brodbelt,  by  the  counsel  for  the  said  Defendant, 

the  said  Thomas  Brodbelt  deposed  and  gave  in 

evidence,  that  he  believed  there  were  three  hiin- 

dred  farms  in  the  parish ;  that  all  these  farms  had 

hay  grass ;  that  some  had  no  corn ;  that  he  valued 
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the  hay  in  each  farm  every  year;  that  he  always     ^^^* 
took  acx:ouDt  of  it,  sometimes  by  the  ton,  some- 
times by  the  acre;  that  it  was  in  or  about  the 
year  181^  or  1816  that  the  occupiers  of  lands  in 
Woodford  first  objected  to  pay  for  hay ;  that  pay- 
ment for  hay  was  claimed,  and  that  it  was  always 
included  in  the  valuation ;  that  since  the  dispute, 
the  rents  had  been  estimated  with  reference  to  the 
corn  tithe  only ;  that  he  could  not  say  that  he  had 
ever  received  hay  tithe;  that  old  Mr.  Glegg  of 
XfOwer  Withington  paid  him  a  rent  which  must 
have  included  hay  tithe,  because  otherwise  the 
,  rent  would  not  have  been  so  much ;  that  such  pay- 
ment was  under  a  verbal  agreement  for  tithe  of 
com,  hay,  and  all  titheable  things ;  that  the  valu- 
atioa  was  generally  made  in  June,  July,  and  August, 
both  before  and  after  the  hay  was  cut ;  that  the 
charge  for  meadow  was  for  hay;  that  when  the 
hay  had  been  cut,  they  went  and  looked  at  the 
stack ;  that  he  had  at  different  times  collected  the 
tithes  in  kind;  that  on  those  occasions  the  corn 
tithe  alone  was  received,  because  tithe  of  hay  was 
objected  to ;  that  he  never  saw  the  tithe  of  hay  set 
out ;  that  Dr.  Davis  did  set  out  the  tithe  of  hay, 
after  the  disputes  arose,  under  the  direction  of  the 
witness ;  that  Capesthorne  was  a  township  within 
the  parish  of  Prestbury;  that  Mr.  Legh  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  tithes  of  that  township ;  that  there 
were   three  other  townships  in  the  parish   from 
which  no  tithes  were  payable  to  the  Leghs ;  that 
the  tithes  of  these  townships  belonged  to  the  vicar; 
that  such  of  the  tithes  as  were  not  valued  by  the 
witness  were  under  lease ;  that  the  rents  produced 
only  about   2000/.  a  year.     That  he  afterwards 
made   some   agreements,    and   that  lie  received 
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iSSSs  nearly  4000/.  in  one  year ;  that  since  that  time  be 
had  received  only  the  tithe  of  com ;  that  te 
amount  of  corn  tithe  was  about  2000/1 ;  that  if 
the  hay  tithe  were  received,  it  would  be  atxHit 
2000/.  more;  that  Mr.  Richard  Legh  came  into 
possession  in  the  year  1806,  and  that  it  was  fer 
him  that  he  valued.  The  said  Thomas  Brodbdl 
being  examined  by  the  said  justices  further  de- 
posed, that  the  difference  between  the  SOOOL  or&^ 
narily  received,  and  the  4000/.  which  he  stated  t9 
have  been  received  in  one  year,  arose  from  the 
high  price  of  grain  in  that  year,  and  the  circum- 
stance of  there  being  more  land  in  tillage.  Thon» 
Deane  was  also  produced  as  a  witness,  and  6& 
amined  on  oath  by  the  counsel  for  the  said  Haiih 
tiffs,  in  support  of  the  said  action,  who  deposed 
that  he  began  to  value  the  tithes  of  the  parish  of 
Prestbury  in  the  year  1818,  and  continued  to  do 
so  till  the  year  1827;  that  he  valued  both  com 
and  hay  tithe;  that  in  the  year  1825,  he  valoed 
the  property  in  Woodford ;  that  the  valuation  of 
the  hay  tithe  on  the  land  of  the  Defendant  for 
that  year  was  6/.  8^. ;  that  he  received  for  corn 
tithe  only ;  that  he  began  to  receive  in  the  year 
1820 ;  that  he  paid  Mr.  Grimsditch  the  rents  for 
the  years  1820,  1821,  and  1822;  that  latterly  lie 
had  paid  it,  by  Mr.  Grimsditch*s  order,  into  Dain- 
try  and  Ryle's  bank,  to  the  account  of  Messrs. 
Turner  and  Mawdesley ;  that  he  received  tithe  of 
corn  from  the  Defendant  during  all  that  time. 
Upon  the  cross-examination  of  the  said  Thomas 
Deane,  by  the  counsel  for  the  said  Defendant, 
the  said  Thomas  Deane  deposed  and  gave  in 
evidence,  that  he  had  known  the  parish  forty 
year**  *  that  he  had  known  corn  tithe  as  long  as  he 
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could  remember,  bay  titbe  all  over  tbe  parish; 
that  he  had  been  a  farmer  in  the  township  of  But- 
ley  in  the  said  parish  ;  that  he  had  both  corn  and 
hay ;  that  he  had  quitted  his  farm  eighteen  years 
ago ;  that  he  was  a  farmer  there  for  twenty-nine 
years;  that  he  paid  his  own  tithe  when  he  was 
farmer  to   the   steward;  that  he  did   not  know 
whether  he  paid  hay  tithe  or  not     And  the  said 
Thomas  Deane  being  re-examined  by  the  counsel 
for  the  said  Plaintiffs,  deposed  and  gave  in  evi- 
denccy  that  he  paid  a  sum  of  money  for  the  whole 
tithe  of  his  farm ;  that  he  always  understood  that 
hay  was  charged  something.     One  Thomas  Brod* 
belt,  the  younger,  was  also  produced  as  a  witness, 
and  was  examined  upon  oath,  by  the  counsel  for 
the  said  Plaintiffs,  in  support  of  the  said  action, 
vrho  gave  in  evidence  and  deposed,  that  he  had- 
received  the  tithe  of  corn  from  the  Defendant  in 
respect  of  the  land  in  his  occupation  in  Woodford, 
for  the  last  six  years,  and  that  the  Defendant  paid 
it  without  dispute;    that   the   lands  of  the  De* 
fendant  had  produced  hay  and  clover;  that  the 
clover  lands  had  been  in  tillage,  that  when  they 
were  so,  the  corn  tithe  was  paid  for  them  without 
dispute ;  that  he  paid  the  tithe  to  the  Macclefield 
bank,  to  the  account  of  Mr.  Browne,  the  receiver 
of  the  Adlington  estate.  And  on  his  cross-examin* 
ation  by  the  counsel  for  the  said  Defendant,  the 
said  Thomas  Brodbelt,  the  younger,  further  de* 
posed,  that  there  were  more  than  600  farms  in  the 
parish  of  Prestbury,  exclusive  of  those  in  the  foui: 
townships,  the  tithes  of  which  were  paid  to  the 
vicar ;  that  the  vicar  received  the  tithes  of  Tither« 
ington,  Siddington,  Upton,  and  Falleybroom,  being 
four  townships  in  the  parish  of  Prestbury;  tti^ 


18d9« 


400  CASE8   IN    THE  HOUSE    OT   tA>BDB 

U96.     Mr.  Davenport  was  tb6  owner  of  Cftpestbom^ 
and  that  he  did  not,  to  the  knowledge  of  ihemt- 
ne^Si  pay  any  tithes  to  the  victtr«     Thotnaa  Gfiss- 
ditch  was  also  produced  as  a  witness,  and  ss- 
amined  on  oath,  by  the  said  counsel  for  the  wd 
Plaintiffi,  in  support  of  the  said  action,  who  gave 
in  evidence  and  deposed,  that  he   had  beeo  ac- 
quainted with  the  Adiington  estate  upwards  cf 
thirty  years ;  that  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Legh  was  tbe 
-first  person  he  remembered  in  posaesaion ;  thai  Ik 
was  succeeded  by  Richard  Legh ;  that  during  the 
time  of  Ehzabeth  Legh's  possession,    the  tithei 
were  generally  in  lease;  that  this  continued  ftrt 
few  years  afler  Richard  Legh  came  into  possesaooi 
that  Richard  Legh  died  in  182S ;  that  sinee  dot 
time  he  (the  witness)  had  been  connected  witi 
the  management  of  the  property.     That  from  the 
year  18dS  up  to  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  be 
received  the  rents  for  the  tithes  on  account  of  tbe 
Plaintiffs;  that  in  the  year  1825  he  received  rents 
from  Deane ;  that  after  that  time  he  opened  an 
account  with  the  Macclesfield  bank  in  the  naoei 
of  Turner  and  Mawdesley,  and  directed  the  psy- 
ments  to  be  made  to  that  account ;  that  Dr.  Dfever 
was  not  then  in  the  country;   that   Dr.  Drefef 
had,  during  the  earlier  part  of  the  time^  interfered 
in  the  management ;  that  witness  accounted  to  all 
three;  and  the  counsel  for  the    said    Defendant 
then  admitted,  that  the  tithes  received  since  the 
year  1822  had  been  received  for  and  on  account 
of  the   three   Plaintiffs;    and   the   said    Thomas 
Grimsditch,  being  further  examined,  deposed,  that 
he  (the  witness)  had  also  been  a  resident  in  tbe 
parish  of  Prestbury,  that  he  had  occupied  lands  in 
the  township  of  Macclesfield  in  that  parish,  that 
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fib  hud  pttid  tithe  for  the  land^  that  it  was  altntmt  l$M. 
tsutirely  meadow  land^  that  he  had  paid  tithe  of 
hay,  that  he  corotnenced  the  occupation  in  ISlfs 
that  this  wad  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit 
for  the  hay  tithe,  that  he  was  not  aware  that  the 
tithe  of  hay  was  disputed  in  Macclesfield^  except 
in  idne  instance.  And  in  his  cross-examination  by 
the  counsel  for  the  said  Defendant,  the  said 
Thomas  GHmsditch  further  deposed,  that  the 
Adlington  family  had  no  claim  to  the  great  tithes 
trf  the  township  of  Capesthorne ;  that  the  small 
tithes  Of  that  township  and  of  Siddington  wwe 
{mid  to  them ;  that  the  first  resistance  to  hay  tithe 
^B»  in  1814|  that  the  claim  preceded  the  objection, 
and  was  acquiesced  in  for  a  time.  John  Birchiiiall 
was  produced  as  a  witness  and  examined  on  oath 
-by  the  counsel  for  the  said  Plaintifi^  in  support  of 
the  said  action^  who  gave  in  evidence  and  deposed 
that  he  was  sixty-eight  years  old ;  that  he  had  lived 
Ifie  greater  part  of  his  life  in  the  township  of 
AMhull,  in  the  parish  of  Prestbury ;  that  he  re- 
m^emberift  the  late  Thomas  Dafcey,  who  in  his  lijfe- 
time  wad  the  valuer  of  the  tithes  for  the  Adlington 
family ;  that  he  recollected  the  said  Thomas  Dar- 
by's renting  the  tithes  of  the  township  of  Sutton, 
in  the  parish  of  Prestbury,  for  twenty-eight  years, 
that  the  witness  used  to  receive  the  arrears  for  the 
said  Thomas  Darcey  during  the  whole  of  that 
time ;  that  the  farmers  paid  for  hay  and  corn ;  that 
the  witness  used  to  go  with  Mr.  Darcey  to  show 
him  the  farms  when  he  was  valuing ;  that  he  went 
once  in  seven  years;  that  Darcey  first  valued  the 
corn,  and  then  he  asked  the  occupier  how  many 
cows  he  had,  and  on  being  told,  he  said^  then  you 
mow  so  many  acres  of  ground^  and  then  said  I  will 
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ISSS.      let  you  know  in  a  short  time  what  you  haveiO 
pay ;  that  afterwards  Darcey  sent  the  witness  to 
the  &rmers  with  a  note  to  each,  stating  the  amount 
of  his  tithe ;  that  he  never  heard  any  farmer  dis* 
pute  the  account,  that  there  were  many  fannen 
who  had  no  grain  on  their  land,  but  had  hay ;  that 
he  never  knew  any  instance  of  any  farmer  who 
had  hay  only  on  his  farm  disputing  the  payment} 
that  he  had  held  a  farm  at  Sutton  for  the  lajstfor^ 
years,  and  that  his  father  had  it  before  him ;  that 
during  all  the  time  witness  held  the  farm,  he  paid 
for  the  tithe  both  of  corn  and  hay ;  that  he  under- 
stood  from  his  father,  that  he  (the  father)  did  so; 
that  after  Mr.  Darcey's  lease  was  out,  the  witness 
and  four  others  took  the  tithe ;  that  Darcey  still 
continued  to  value ;  that  the  witness  collected  the 
rent  according  to  his  old  valuation ;  that  the  far«> 
mers  paid  him  regularly.     Upon  his  cross*exanu- 
nation  by  the  counsel  for  the  said  Defendant,  the 
said  John  Birchinall  further  deposed,  that  the  va« 
luation  and  the  charges  were  both  made  in  writiogt 
and  they  applied  to  Sutton  only ;  whereupon  the 
evidence  for  the  said  Plaintiffs  in  support  of  the 
said  action  being  concluded,  the  counsel  for  the 
said  Defendant  then  and  there  insisted  before  the 
said  Justices  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any 
right  or  title  in  the  said  Plaintiffs  to  the  tithe  of 
hay,  and  that  on  the  contrary,  a  title  adverse  to 
the  Plaintiffs  had  been  proved  and  established  by 
the  documents  given  in  evidence  by  the  said  Plain- 
tiffs in  support  of  the  said  action;  but  the  said  Jus- 
tices  held  and  affirmed  that  there  was  evidence  o( 
title  in  the  said  Plaintiffs  to  the  tithe  of  hay :  and 
the  eounsel  for  the  said  Defendant,  further  insisted 
th^t  t;h§.  9aid  leases  and  counterparts  which,  hq^ 
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been  given  in  evidence  by  the  counsel  for  the  said  IMA 
Plaintiffs,  were  irrelevant  to  the  said  issue,  and 
ought  to  be  withdrawn  from  the  consideration  of 
the  said  jury,  inasmuch  as  the  Plaintiffs  were  not 
shown  to  derive  any  title  from,  or  to  be  in  any 
way  connected  with  the  persons  by  whom  the  said 
leases  were  respectively  granted.  But  the  said 
Justices  then  and  there  held  and  affirmed  that  the 
said  leases  and  counterparts  were  not  irrelevant  to 
the  said  issue,  and  refused  to  withdraw  them  from 
the  consideration  of  the  said  jury. 

Samuel  Wainwright,  Joseph  Ward,  John  Jem 
nings,  Joshua  Cragg,  Joseph  Taylor,  and  Josejf^h 
Brindley  were  severally  produced  as  witnesses,  and 
were  severally  examined  on  oath  by  the  counsel  for 
the  said  Defendant  on  behalf  of  the  said  Defendant^ 
who  severally  gave  in  evidence,  and  deposed  thatt 
they  had  been  formerly  occupiers  of  land  within  the 
said  parish,  but  not  within  the  said  township  of 
Woodford ;  and  that  they  never  knew  or  heard  of 
any  claim  or  payment  of  the  tithe  of  hay  in  respect 
of  such  lands ;  and  that  no  tithe  of  hay  was  in  fact 
claimed  or  paid  in  respect  of  the  said  lands  re- 
spectively, so  long  as  they  continued  in  the  occu-* 
pation  thereof;  that  the  payments  for  tithe  were 
always  made  in  money,  but  that  the  suras  paid 
were  not  more  than  the  amount  of  the  tithe  of 
corn  in  each  year ;  and  thereupon  the  said  justices 
then  and  there  summed  up  the  evidence  on  both 
sides  to  the  said  jury,  and  delivered  their  opinioti 
to,  and  directed  the  said  jury  that  mere  nonpay- 
r^nt  of  tithe  was  no  answer  to  a  claim  of  tith^ 
by  a  lay  impropriator;  that  it  was  clear  that  It- 
was  no  answer  to  the  claim  of  a  spiritual  rectw-^* 
that  mcfre  nonpayment  was  no  answer  to  the  tldiai' 
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18S5.  even  of  a  lay  reetor,  and  that  the  jury  could  not 
presume  a  grant  from  mere  nonpayment  of  tithes  t 
and  the  said  justices  then  and  there  further  deli* 
vered  their  opinion  to,  and  directed  the  said  jury, 
that  from  the  evidence  of  the  grant  from  the 
crown  in  1579,  and  the  evidence  of  modem  enjoy* 
ment  of  tithes,  the  jury  might  presume  in  favoiff 
of  the  said  Plaintiffs  intermediate  conveyances  of 
the  rectory  between  that  time  and  the  year  16S6, 
the  date  of  the  first  lease  produced ;  and  die  said 
justices  then  and  there  further  delivered  their 
opinion  to,  and  directed  the  said  jury  that  the 
perception  of  the  tithe  of  corn  by  the  said  PlaiOf 
tifis  was  evidence  of  a  title  in  the  said  Plaintifll 
to  the  tithe  of  hay ;  that  the  tithe  of  hay  followed 
that  of  com,  unless  it  was  shown  to  have  been 
severed  by  some  grant  or  conveyance.  And  the 
said  justices  then  and  there  further  delivered  their 
opinion  to,  and  directed  the  said  jury  that  the  said 
leases  and  counterparts  of  leases  as  well  of  tithes 
growing  and  arising  within  the  said  township  of 
Woodford,  as  of  tithes  growing  and  arising  in 
other  townships  within  the  said  parish  of  Firest- 
bury,  and  the  evidence  of  payment  of  the  mat 
reserved  under  such  leases,  were  good  and  admis^ 
sible  evidence  on  behalf  pf  the  said  Plaintifi  for 
the  purpose  of  rebutting  the  presumption  of  a 
grant  which,  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the 
said  Defendant,  arose  from  nonpayment  of  tb^ 
tithe  of  hay;  and  the  said  jury  then  and  then 
gave  their  verdict  for  the  said  Plaintiffs  upon  the 
issue  aforesaid;  whereupon  the  counsel  for  th9 
said  Defendant  excepted  to  the  aforesaid  opinions 
and  directions  of  the  said  justices,  and  inasmu^ 
as  the  several  matters  aforesaid  and  the  d||pinionf 
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aad  directions  of  the  said  justices  do  not  appear      ^^^ 
by  the  record  and  verdict  aforesaid^  the  Couns^     J!twm 
for  the  said  Defendant  prayed  that  the  said  justices         ^ 
would  set  their  hands  and  seals  to  this  bill  of  ex«*  ^ 

captions  containing  the  matters  aforeswl,  and  th^ 
opinions  and  directions  of  the  said  justices  accords 
ing  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  case  mad^ 
and  provided,  &c. 

The  Defendants  in  error  proceeded  to  judgment 
upon  the  verdict  in  the  court  of  King's  Bencbf 
aad  thereupon  the  Plaintiff  in  error  sued  out  a 
writ  of  error  in  the  court  of  Exchequer  chamber; 
bj  which  court,  after  argument,  the  judgment  was 
affirmed,  and  a  writ  of  error  was  then  brought  in 
Ftoliament 

For  the  Plaintiff  in  error  Sir  F.  Pollock  and  Mr, 
X  Jervis. 

The  question  is,  whether  as  against  a  party  claim- 
ing,  not  in  right  of  the  church,  but  by  a  lay  title^ 
a  grant  of  tithes  may  be  presumerl  from  non-per* 
ception^  the  omission  to  assert  a  right  on  the  part 
of  the  claimant,  and  the  consequent  enjoyment  of 
the  whole  produce  of  the  land,  including  the  tithet 
on  the  part  of  the  terre-tenants  The  authorities 
may  be  adverse,  but  all  reason  and  argument  is  in 
fiMfour  of  the  exemption.  In  every  other  case, 
except  that  of  tithes,  possession,  and  enjoyment^ 
without  question,  establishes  a  right*  Courts 
of  justice  make  all  possible  presumptions  to  sup* 
port  the  possession  of  land  or  any  profit  arising 
Wit  of  it,  or  even  any  easement  in  the  land  of 
another;    and  even  in  the  case  of  tithes  in  the 

'  *  A  great  number  of  actions  upon  the  same  question  were 
pending.  In  some  of  these  the  Defendants  moved  for  a  now 
tmi$  and  the  motion  vras  reluied. 
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18S5.  hands  of  lay-impropriators  opinions  have  bee&eX'* 
^^^'^  pressed  by  many  eminent  judges  in  favour  of  the 
general  application  of  the  ordinary  doctrine  of 
presumption.  The  question  here,  which  anm 
upon  the  bill  of  exceptions  is,  whether  the  jiuy 
should  have  been  directed  or  left  to  presume  a 
grant  by  which  the  enjoyment  of  the  Plaintiff  in 
error,  and  the  non-claim  of  the  Defendant  in  emx, 
or  those  by  whom  he  is  represented,  would  be 
explained.  There  is  neither  ground  nor  prindfrie 
for  an  exception  in  the  case  of  tithes  in  the  handi 
of  a  lay-impropriator.  He  may  by  deed  discharge 
the  land,  or  any  portion  of  it,  from  tithes.  If  he 
cannot  discharge  the  land  —  if  it  be  objected  that 
there  is  no  such  discharge  of  tithes — he  may  do  whit 
is  equivalent,  surrender,  or  release,  or  ^ant  them  to 
the  terre-tenant ;  and,  although  they  are  not  «bso> 
lutely  extinguished,  the  grant  may  be  executed 
to  one  person  and  the  land  conveyed  to  anoth^,so 
as  to  prevent  the  lay-impropriator  or  any  claimii^ 
under  him  from  asserting  a  right  to  the  tithes  rf 
that  land ;  and  this  is  a  reason,  and  ought  to  be  in 
law  a  sufficient  ground,  for  a  jury  to  presume  the 
existence  of  a  grant,  release,  or  conveyance,  and 
the  loss  of  the  instrument  by  which  it  was  made, 
which  is  the  rule  of  law  applied  to  secure  ind 
quiet  possession  in  all  other  cases.  There  are  many 
authorities  against  this  position,  but  they  seem  te 
proceed  on  the  ground  that  there  can  be  no  pre- 
scription in  non  decimando,  and  that  the  nilcii 
applicable  to  the  case  of  tithes  claimed  by  a 
lay-impropriator,  as  well  as  to  those  in  the  hands 
of  the  church.  But  the  distinction  is  obvioosi 
and  has  been  noticed  and  acknowledged  by  Law- 
yers  and  Judges  of  great  learning  and  reputatioQ« 


ON   APPEALS   AND   WRITf   OF   fiRROR.  *49d 

The  cases  upon  the  question  are,  SMiti  v.  Baker(l ),  .I8S5. 
'Medley  v.  Talmy  (2),  Corporation  of  Bury  v. 
-Emm$(3y)  Fanshaw  v.  More(^\  Fanshaw  v.  iJo^ 
therkam{5)i  Scott  v.  Atry(Q),  Fryar  v.  Sims(J\ 
<JSfagle  V.  Edtvards  (8),  Lord  Petre  v.  Blencoe{9)% 
JRosc^.  Calland (10)y  Bemeyw. Harvey {l\\  Meade 
V.  Norbury  (12),  JVilUams  v.  JBacon(13),  Oj:enden 
r.  Skkmer(14f). 

"  In  these  cases,  although  the  decisions  in  many  of 
4hpm  are  adverse,  it  is  seen  that  the  Judgesfeel  them*- 
^i^ves  bound  by  precedent  and  not  authorised  to 
'^lecide  on  principle;  in  some  of  the  cases  they  sug^ 
tgesi  that,  if  these  precedents  are  to  be  oven- 
9uleddt  must  be  by  the  authority  of  this  house;  and 
if  this  question  were  untouched  by  decision,  it  might 
well  be  asked  why  length  of  enjoyment  in  all  other 
-cases  should,  in  the  eye  of  law,  quiet  possession, 
«nd  establish  rights,  but  in  this  should  have  no 
'eflGectt  "whatever  ?  Why  an  actual  grant  or  some 
^evidenoe  tending  to  show  a  grant,  or  some  dealing 
«wilh  the  proper^  in  the  tithes  should  be  required? 
i  Why  presumption  should  not  on  the  same  ground 
tbe  aidopted  in  this  case,  as  in  others  not  dissimilar 
iinSactor  in  principle?  If  as  argued  in  the  Court 
Ji>^low  the  fact  of  non-payment  admits  of  two 
lea^lanations,  viz.  either  that  the  tithes  have  not 
"peen  claimed  or  that  there  has  been  a  grant,  and 
(the  one  is  a  legal  discharge  of  the  burden  on  the 
-Ittnd  and  the  other  is  not,  according  to  the  settled 
smaixim  of  law  that  alternative  is  to  be  adopted  which 

*   (1>  2  Ea.  &  V.  421.     (2)  1  Ea.  &  Y.  620.     (3)  Bunb.  845. 

p1  {%}  2  Ea.  &  Y.  92.  (5)  lb,  158.  (6)  id.  842. 

. .  (,7)  3  Ea.  &  Y.  1368.       (8)  2  Ea*  &  Y.  427.        (9)  Id.  467"*. 

"  (10)  2  Ea.  &  Y.  485.  (11)  17  Ves.  119. 

'^  (16)  2  Price,  338. ;  3  Bligh,  O.  S.  211.  ^^ 

^-^l«)9Ea.  AY.  ll05.n78i;5Ruii. 525i  (k^> ^Elr.  WilWi. 

VOL.  IX.  L  L 


ANHftSWt 

V, 
DKITSft. 


490  CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE   OF    LORDS 

1835^  makes  the  retention  legal ;  where  a  person  has  an 
authority  *  the  law  does  not  permit  any  questioQ 
whether  an  act  is  done  under  the  authority  or  by 
wrong,  as  in  a  case  of  distress  where  malice 
might  be  found,  the  Courts  do  not  permit  the 
question  to  go  to  the  jury.  This  doctrine  and 
practice  is  founded  upon  the  common  principle 
of  presumption  in  favour  of  that  which  is  legal 
With  respect  to  the  distinction  which  has  beeo 
suggested  between  mere  non-payment  and  the 
dealing  with  the  tithes  by  the  land-owner,  is 
there,  in  point  of  principle,  any  ground  for 
the  distinction  ?  If  the  Plaintiff  in  this  case, 
never  having  been  called  upon  to  pay  tithes^ 
had  sold  the  estate,  and  in  the  particulars  de- 
scribed it  as  tithe-free,  could  it  be  contended  that 
his  title  to  them  would  have  been  strengthened? 
Oa^enden  v.  Skinner  was  a  case  in  which  theie 
had  been  no  dealing  with  the  tithes  and  the 
doctrine  of  presumption  prevailed. 

Lord  Lyndhurst. — There  had  been  a  severance 

of  the  tithes.     It  is  said  that  the  tithes  had  beoi 

%.  severed  from  the  rectory,  ever  since  the  Conquest 

'^v  If  those  tithes  had  been  rectorial  tithes,   no  time 

would  have  barred  the  Rector. 

For  the  Plaintifi'  in  error. 

If  the  nonpayment  of  tithes  and  the  actual 
enjoyment  of  them  by  the  owner  and  occupier  of 
the  land  immemorially,  will  not  afford  a  presump- 
tion of  title  to  them,  there  is  no  principle  upon 
which  it  can  be  argued,  that  the  mention  of  the 
tithes  in  the  deeds  of  the  owner,  which  is  fre- 
quently a  mere  form,  should  make  such  a  differ- 
ence as  to  raise  the  presumption.      The  effect  d 

•  See  Lucas  v.  Nockells,7  Bligh,  N.  S,.  140, 
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mere  nonpayment  should  be  left  to  the  consider-       1S35. 
ation  of  the  jury,  subject  to  the  observations  of 
the  judge,  upon  the  absence  of  documents  of  title.  » 

Such  documents  are  presumed  in  favour  of  the 
claim  of  a  lay-rector  to  tithe.  Why  should  a 
similar  presumption  be  excluded  to  rebut  that 
claim,  or  to  establish  the  right  of  the  landowner? 
The  question  at  least  ought  to  have  been  left  to 
the  jury. 

For  the  Defendant  in  error  The  Attorney-Ge- 
neral and  Mr,  Temple. 

The  question  is  this,  whether  mere  non-payment 
of  tithes  is  an  answer  to  a  claim  of  tithes  by  a  lay- 
impropriator,  that  is  to  say,  retention  and  nothing 
but  retention.  On  the  part  of  the  Defendant  no 
title  deed  was  given  in  evidence :  it  was  not 
shown  that  at  any  period,  the  Defendant  or  those 
under  whom  he  claimed  had  dealt  with  the  tithes 
as  being  the  owners  of  them.  It  was  argued  that 
a  lay-rector  might  release  the  tithes  and  thereby 
the  land  would  become  tithe  free.  That  is  a 
misapprehension.  This  is  not  the  case  of  an  ease- 
ment which  may  be  released  and  from  which 
the  lands  may  be  discharged :  tithes  are  a  distinct 
tenement,  a  separate  descendible  hereditament, 
which  is  the  subject  of  conveyance  as  any  other 
separate  hereditament.  If  it  were  indeed  a  mere 
easement  of  which  the  land  might  be  discharged — 
if  it  were  something  which  would  merge  in  the 
land  —  if  it  could  not  be  kept  up  as  a  separate 
possession, — if  after  long  enjoyment  there  would 
be  nothing  at  all  to  show  in  the  family  (as  in 
the  case  of  a  easement)  that  they  had  enjoyed 
the  tithes  together  with  the  land,  there  might 
be  some  hardship  in  the  doctrine  which  is  com- 
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1835.  plained  of.  But  where  a  lay-rector  gnots 
all  the  tithes  that  are  to  issue  from  a  particular 
portion  of  the  land,  or  a  particular  portion  of 
the  tithes  issuing  from  any  one  piece  of  land, 
the  tithes  still  remain  as  a  separate  holding;  and  if 
the  grantee,  being  the  terre-tenant,  conveys  the 
land,  it  would  not  go  tithe-free.  If  he  were  to 
devise  the  land  to  his  youngest  son,  the  eldest 
son,  as  heir-at-law,  would  inherit  the  tithes.  With 
regard  to  tithes,  the  title  primd  Jacie  is  not 
in  the  owner  or  occupier  of  the  land  but  in 
another.  The  lay-rector  though  he  has  the 
power  of  conveying,  can  only  do  it  by  deed.  If 
the  conveyance  from  the  lay-rector  has  been  re- 
cent it  may  be  forthcoming:  if  it  has  been  ancient 
there  will  have  been  family  settlements,  wills, 
and  conveyances,  which  may  show  that  the  tithes 
have  been  enjoyed  by  the  family  to  whom  the 
land  belongs.  If  there  be  anything  beyond  mere 
retention, — if  it  appears  that  by  a  purchase  deed, 
by  a  conveyance,  by  a  settlement — if  there  be  anv 
colour  of  title — that,  coupled  with  the  retention  of 
the  tithes,  might  be  sufficient  to  raise  the  presump- 
tion. 

As  to  the  cases,  there  is  not  a  single  decision 
among  those  which  have  been  quoted,  that 
impugns  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge. 
There  is  not  a  case  in  which  it  was  ever  held  that 
the  claim  of  the  lay-rector  was  barred  upon  mere 
retention  of  the  tithes.  Your  Lordships  sitting 
upon  a  writ  of  error,  are  to  inquire  what  the  law 
is:  you  are  sitting  ji^  dicere,  7ionjus  dare^  and  it' 
you  see  that  the  decisions  are  uniforn),  you  will 
respect  those  decisions  just  as  much  as  any  in- 
ferior Court  But  in  the  doctrine  itself,  there  is  no 
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hardship  or  unfairness.      On  the  contrary,  if  it       1835. 
were    overruled,    it    would    allow    the    occupier 
to  prescribe,  in  non  decimando  ;  that  is  the  neces-      ^^^ 
sary  and   inevitable  result,  and  the  jury  would 
be  left   capriciously   to   resort  to  the  fiction  of 
a  grant  in  many  cases  where  no  such  grant  had 
ever  existed.     As  to  any  dicta  which  have  been 
thrown  out,  they  strengthen  the  decisions  because 
they  show  that  the  Judges  from  whom  those  dicta 
proceeded,  reluctantly  yielded  to  the  current  of 
authority  finding  that  it  was  too  strong  to  be  resisted. 
In   Medley  v.    Talmy^    the    defence   did  not 
rest  on   mere  nonpayment  :    there   was  a  grant 
whereby  all    tithes  belonging  to  the  land   were 
conveyed,    and   then   it   was   conveyed  as  tithe- 
free.      In  this   case   they  rely    on   non-payment 
alone.     In   Bemey   v.    Hervey   and  Fanshcnv   v. 
MoorCy   the  claim  of  the  lay-rector  was  upheld. 
It  is  said  that  he  succeeded  upon  the  ground  that 
there  was  to  be  no  prescription  in  non  decimando  ; 
but  as  the  doctrine  of  enjoyment  and  presumption 
necessarily  leads  to  a  prescription  in  non  decimando, 
which  is   in  effect  what  is  contended  for  on  the 
other  side,    those  decisions  are  expressly   in   our 
favour.     As  to  Fanshaw  v.  Rotherham^  title  was 
proved  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  by  evidence 
that  the  tithes  in  question   had   been   made   the 
subject  of  conveyance  by  those  under  whom  he 
claimed,  for  130  years,  and  that  they  had  been 
in  the  pernancy  of  such  tithes  during  the  same 
period.     We  admit,  that  where  title   or  colour- 
able title  is  proved,  the  Judges  in  such   an   ac- 
tion   as    this,    may  be   justified   in   leaving   the 
question  of  presumption  to  the  jury ;   but  even 
in   the   case    of  Fanshaw  v.   Rotherham^    Lord 
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1835.       Keeper  Henley  said,  **  he  was  clearly  of  opinion, 
as  the  law  then   stood,  no  man  could  prescribe 
^^       in  non  decimando  against  a  lay  impropriator/*     In 
Scott  V.  Airy^   it    is  said    that  "  for  I70  years 
they  (the  tithes)  have  been  the  subject  of  sales, 
mortgages,   and   devises,    as  other  property,  and 
have   always   been   considered  in  the  same  light 
as  the  other  real   property   of  the  persons   who 
from   time  to   time   have   claimed   them.     They 
were  capable  of  being  enjoyed  by  the  persons  who 
have   enjoyed   them ;  and   the   question   now  is, 
whether  a  court  of  equity  ought  to  interfere  to 
take  the  possession  from  persons  who  have  been 
in  possession  so  many  years,  with  the  knowledge 
of  the  rectors?     It  does  not  appear  how  the  Rid- 
leys  became  entitled,  but  it  appears  that  being 
in  possession,   they  settled,   mortgaged,  and  de- 
vised the  tithes,  as  their  own  absolute  properly/' 
Such  is  the  language  of  the  report  in  that  case. 
It  was  perfectly  consistent  with  the  doctrine  laid 
down  and  acted  upon  in  preceding  decisions.  The 
case    proceeded    upon    the   proof  of  title  for  a 
long  period  of  years.     As  to  Nagle  v.  Edwards 
and  Petre  v.  Blencoe ;  in  neither  of  those  cases 
was  there  any  proof  of  title  whatsoever,  and  in 
both  the  decision  was  in  favour  of  the  lay-rector. 
In  Rose  v.  CaUand  Lord  Loughborough  not  hav- 
ing refreshed  his  memory  by  resort  to  the  cur- 
rent of  authorities   said  only  that,    *'  He   would 
not  compel  a  purchaser   to  take   a  title   in  the 
face  of  such  decisions/'     In  Bemey  v.  Herotjj^ 
Lord  Eldon  took  the  distinction  on  which  we  rely: 
—  "  If  we  had  nothing  to   show   but   the  mere 
retainer  of  the  tithes  not  an  actual  grant  or  per- 
nancy, or  that  we  had  in  our  title  deeds  treated 
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the  property  as  belonging  to  us,  the  mere  retainer       1885. 
would  not  raise  the  presumption  against  any  one, 
not  against  a  spiritual  rector,  nor  upon  Fanshaw  » 

V.  Roifieram,  against  a  lay-rector." 

As  to  Meade  v.  Norbury  Mr.  Baron  Wood  stood 
alone,  the  other  three  judges  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  were  against  him,  and  he  fell  into 
the  mistaken  supposition  that  the  land  might 
be  discharged  of  the  tithes,  whereas,  they  are 
holdings  and  hereditaments,  as  distinct  from  the 
land  out  of  which  they  issue,  as  if  they 
were  two  separate  parcels  of  land.  fViUiams  v. 
Bacon  is  not  in  point.  There  the  question  arose 
upon  a  bill  by  an  ecclesiastical  rector.  It  was 
a  dispute,  not  between  the  ecclesiastical  rector 
and  the  terre-tenant,  but  between  the  ecclesiastical 
rector  and  another  person  who  claimed  to  be 
entitled  to  the  tithes.  That  other  person  proved 
a  very  strong  title  which  the  Vice-Chancello 
supported,  but  a  new  trial  was  granted. 

In  each  and  every  one  of  these  cases,  there 
was  something  beyond  the  mere  nonpayment* 
Title  was  proved;  there  was  a  dealing  with  the 
tithes  as  being  the  property  of  the  persons  to 
whom  the  land  belonged,  and  there  was  enjoy- 
ment. Nonpayment  with  proof  of  title,  entitles 
the  judge  to  leave  the  question  to  the  jury,  whe- 
ther there  has  not  been  a  grant  from  the  lay- 
rector,  which  has  severed  that  portion  of  the 
tithes  from  the  rectory.  The  authorities  being  all 
one  way,  it  is  bold  to  say  that  they  are  contrary 
to  principle  and  justice.  The  rule  of  law  has  sub- 
sisted for  150  years.  If  it  leads  to  inconve- 
nient  consequences,  that  is  a  question  for  your 
Lordships   in   your   legislative   capacity ;    and   a 
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18S5.  bill  has  been  brought  in  and  passed  by  the  le» 
gislature  which  allows  a  presumption  to  be  raised 
^^  from  mere  nonpayment;  but  the  very  passing 
of  that  bill  appears  to  me  to  afford  a  strong  ar-- 
gument  as  to  the  state  of  the  law  before  that 
bill  was  introduced.  To  overturn  that  long  series 
of  uniform  authorities,  at  a  time  when  the  public 
convenience  requires  no  such  interference,  and 
when  a  remedy  has  been  afforded  to  the  public 
by  the  legislature,  would  be  useless  and  dangeroos 
as  a  precedent. 

Ross  V.  AgUonby  *  and  Fairfax  v.  Hotdsfwortht  t 
were  also  cited  in  the  argument. 


At  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  the  following 
question  was  put  to  the  Judges  : — "  Whether  the 
mere  nonpayment  of  tithes  is  a  sufficient  answer  tea 
claim  of  tithes  made  by  a  lay-impropriator.**  The 
unanimous  opinion  of  the  Judges  was  delivered  as 
follows : — 

Tindal,  C.  J.  C.  P. — I  have  to  state  to  your  Lord- 
ships the  unanimous  opinion  of  my  learned  brethren 
and  myself,  that  the  mere  nonpayment  of  tithes  is 
not  a  sufficient  answer  to  a  claim  of  tithes  made 
by  a  lay  impropriator.  That  there  can  be  no  pre- 
scription in  non  decimando  against  a  lay  impro- 
priator, is  a  principle  of  law  so  thoroughly  settled, 
that  it  can  admit  of  no  doubt  The  only  legal 
ground,  therefore,  on  which  the  nonpernancy  of 
tithes  can  be  set  up  as  an  answer  to  a  claim  of 
tithes  is,  that  it  affords  a  presumption  of  the  grant 
of  tithes  made  by  the  lay  impropriator  to  the  terre- 
tenant.    So  far  as  the  authorities  have  been  brought 

*  4?  Russ.  494. 

t  1  Young,  79.,  and  on  appeal,  8  Bligh>  N.  S.  882. 
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before  your  Lordships,  not  a  single  instance  can  1835. 
be  found  in  which  there  has  been  the  presumption 
of  a  grant  from  the  lay  rector,  where  there  has  not 
been  some  positive  evidence,  something  more  than 
the  mere  non-perception  of  tithes  from  all  time  as 
the  foundation  for  such  a  presumption.  The 
course  of  authorities  is  uniform  in  this  respect,  so 
as  to  render  it  unnecessary  for  us  to  enter  into  that 
discussion. 

The  question  put  by  your  Lordships  is 
comprised  in  terms  merely  negative  —  that  there 
has  been  no  perception  of  tithes  by  the  lay- 
rector  at  any  period.  No  positive  or  affirmative 
ground  is  suggested ;  no  separation  of  any  species 
of  tithe  from  the  rest;  no  description  in  any  of 
the  deeds  which  form  the  muniments  of  the  title 
to  the  land,  by  which  the  land  itself  is  stated  to  be 
tithe-free;  no  instance  suggested  in  which  the 
tithes  have  ever  been  treated  as  property  by  the 
owner  of  the  land,  either  in  family  settlements 
or  in  conveyances  from  one  hand  to  another  or 
in  leases  from  the  owners  of  the  tithes ;  in  all 
which  cases  there  would  have  been  a  positive 
dealing  with  the  tithes  as  a  substantive  property, 
separate  and  distinct  from  the  land,  and  in  which 
the  enjoyment  of  that  property  through  the  non- 
perception  by  the  lay-rector  would  have  gone  along 
with,  and  been  consistent  with  the  documentary 
evidence. 

In  those  supposed  cases  nothing  would  have 
been  wanting  but  the  production  of  the  original 
grant  of  the  tithes  from  the  lay-rector  to  the  terre- 
tenant,  and  the  want  of  such  original  grant  itiight 
well  be  supplied  by  the  presumption  that  it  once 
existed  and  was  lost  by  time  or  accident,  on  the 
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18.S5.^  ordinary  grounds  on  which  such  presunoptions  ire 
made ;  but  the  presumption  in  this  case  if  made  it 
all  must  be  grounded  on  the  mere  non-perception 
and  nothing  else.  We  are  unable,  however,  to 
see  how  the  presumption,  resting  on  such  negative 
grounds  alone,  can  be  established  either  in  principle 
or  effect,  otherwise  than  as  a  prescription  in  nan 
dechnando.  In  both  cases  the  evidence,  and  the  onlj 
evidence,  must  be  the  right  of  the  rector  on  the 
general  law  of  the  land,  the  occupation  of  titheable 
land  by  the  terre-tenant  and  the  non-perception  of 
tithes  arising  from  the  land,  from  the  earliest  times 
to  the  rector.  The  claim  on  the  part  of  the  land- 
owner is  precisely  the  same,  whether  set  up  as  i 
prescription  in  non  decimandOf  or  the  presumption 
of  a  grant ;  it  is  in  both  cases  a  claim  that  the  land 
is  to  be  held  free  from  the  payment  of  tithes.  If 
therefore,  such  a  state  of  facts  can  be  held  to 
support  the  presumption  contended  for,  it  would 
necessarily  follow  that  in  every  case  the  nonpay- 
ment of  tithes  would  have  the  full  effect  of  a 
prescription  in  non  decimando,  though  such  a 
prescription  is  admitted  not  to  be  evidence  in  law. 
Upon  these  short  grounds  we  have  come  to  the 
conclusion  which  I  have  stated  to  your  Lordships 
Lord  Lyndhurst* —  I  entirely  agree  in  the  opinion 
which  has  been  so  well  and  distinctly  expressed 
by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice.  The  course  of  au- 
thorities is  too  uniform,  and  the  number  of  de- 
cisions on  this  point  too  great  to  justify  us  in 
departing  from  them  on  any  grounds  that  ha^ 
been  stated  at  the  bar.  On  the  contrary,  it  would 
lead  to  this  conclusion,  that  whereas  a  prescription 
in  non  decimando  cannot  be  insisted  upon,  it 
enables  the  party  under  another  shape  and  another 
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form,  namely,  by  insisting  on  a  non-existing  grant  1835. 
lost  by  time  or  accident,  to  avail  himself  of  pre- 
cisely the  same  result  as  by  the  principle  in  non 
decimando.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of 
the  Court  below  was  correct,  and  on  these  grounds, 
I  move  your  Lordships  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  below  be  affirmed. 

Lord  BrougJiam.  —  I  entirely  concur  in  the 
opinion  expressed  by  my  noble  and  learned  friend, 
and  with  the  learned  judges  in  their  doctrine  on 
this  subject.  It  is  not  representing  this  case  truly 
in  point  of  fact,  to  state  that  it  is  one  in  which  the 
decisions  in  the  courts  of  Westminster  Hall  have 
been  at  variance  or  in  conflict ;  in  which  at  one 
time,  and  down  to  a  certain  period,  namely,  1796 
or  1797,  they  were  one  way,  and  that  since  that 
period  they  have  been  uniformly  the  other.  If  it 
were  so,  and  all  the  courts  in  Westminster  Hall 
without  any  controlling  power  exercised  by  this 
house  in  review  and  in  reversal  of  the  later  decisions 
had  for  the  last  forty  years  uniformly  treated  the 
subject  in  this  way,  I  should  say  even  in 
that  case,  it  would  be  a  strong  thing  for  your 
Lordships,  to  reverse  a  doctrine  standing  upon 
a  current  of  former  decisions,  which  had  been 
adopted  by  the  judges  as  evidence  of  the  law,  which 
had  been  accepted  by  the  profession,  and  acted 
upon  by  them  in  advising  their  clients,  which  had 
been  the  foundation  of  many  titles  at  present  held 
under  that  supposed  law.  It  would  be  a  strong 
act  for  this  house  upon  that  forty  years'  law,  (if 
it  were  so,)  to  alter  the  law  which  had  existed 
previously,  and  for  which  that  later  course  of 
decisions  had  been  as  it  were  the  substitute. 
But  that  is  by  no  means  the  case  in  point  of  fact ;  no 
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1835.       such  new  law  has  been  laid  down  since  1797 ;  there 
ANSftiws      is  no  conflict  whatever  of  the  earlier  decisions  with 
"•  the  later,  when  those  come  to  be  examined  ;  they 

may  appear  to  be  in  favour  of  the  argument  con- 
tended for  by  the  Appellant,  or  against  the  right  of 
the  impropriator;  but  when  they  are  examined 
minutely,  in  no  one  case  has  it  been  found, — (and  I 
put  it  to  the  counsel  for  the  Plaintiff  in  error,  and 
he  could  furnish  me  with  none,) — that  even  the  pre- 
sumption of  a  grant  hasbeen  set  up  to  defeat  the  right 
to  tithes  by  the  lay  impropriator,  any  more  than  of 
a  spiritual  person,  where  there  was  a  mere  non- 
pemancy  unaccompanied  by  any  other  matter. 
Medley  v.  Talmy  in  the  reign  of  king  William  is 
the  strongest  of  those  cases,  and  in  that  case  there 
had  been  a  conveyance  of  forty  or  fifty  years  old, 
namely,  executed  in  1651,  of  the  lands  in  question 
as  tithe-free ;  and  whoever  holds  that  case  of 
Medley  v.  Talmy  to  be  in  conflict  with  the  deci- 
sion in  this  case,  takes  his  account  of  the  case 
from  the  marginal  note  and  not  from  the  statement 
of  the  context. 

Agreeing,  as  I  entirely  do  with  the  learned 
judges  in  their  opinion,  and  in  the  grounds  on 
which  they  have  stated  their  opinions,  and  also 
with  my  noble  and  learned  friend,  who  has  moved 
the  affirmance  of  the  decision  of  the  Court  below, 
it  is  quite  unnecessary  for  me  to  go  at  length,  or 
indeed  at  all,  into  a  comparison  of  those  cases. 
Suffice  it  to  say,  that  upon  looking  for  the  only 
case  not  cited  at  the  bar,  and  which  Lord  Eldon 
in  Bemey  v.  Hervey  alludes  to,  as  having  been 
decided  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  against  the  law 
contended  for,  (namely,  the  case  in  1727,)  we  find 
there  is  no  distinct  account  to  be  gathered  from  what 
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his  Lordship  did  say  about  it  Two  cases  have  been  1885. 
suggested  as  answering  the  description,  but  when 
examined,  neither  of  them  does  so.  One  is  Sweet- 
apple  V.  Kingston^  (2  Eagle  &  Young,  p.  1.)  But 
upon  looking  at  it,  I  find  it  is  impossible  that  can  be 
the  case,  because  that  is  principally  a  question  of 
modus ;  and  in  the  other  points  it  goes  still  further 
from  it.  The  other  case  which  a  learned  judge  sug- 
gested, is  Stojie  V.  Rideoutj  (2  Eagle  &  Young, 
p.  6.)  which  is  reported  in  Bunbury,  p.  262. ; 
but  when  I  look  to  that  case,  I  find  that  it  is 
wholly  inapplicable;  it  does  not  at  all  answer 
the  description,  though  it  is  in  the  year  1728, 
and  comes  near  the  date  of  Lord  Eldon's  cita- 
tion :  it  was  a  case  in  which,  in  answer  to 
a  bill  for  tithes,  there  was  set  up  a  right  in  the 
vicar  to  the  tithes,  consequently,  that  must  by 
law  be  proved  by  endowment,  and  they  failed  to 
prove  it.  What  did  they  say  next?  They  said 
that  the  land  was  covered  by  a  certain  modus; 
therefore,  that  no  more  agrees  with  the  description 
than  Sweetapple  v.  Kingston.  We  are  therefore 
led  to  conjecture  that  there  is  no  such  case,  for  it 
has  escaped  the  industry  of  the  bench,  and  also  of 
the  learned  counsel  at  the  bar. 

It  is  said,  that  judges  have  doubted  this  law, 
that  Lord  Eldon,  still  more  Lord  Redesdale,  Mr. 
Baron  Wood,  (though  certainly  overruled  by  the 
majority  of  the  Court  in  the  case  cited,)  Lord 
Hardwicke,  Lord  Talbot  and  Lord  Loughborough 
also  in  a  case  before  him,  have  expressed  a 
similar  opinion,  and  the  whole  weight  of  those 
doubts  (for  they  amount  to  no  more,)  has  been 
pressed  upon  your  Lordships  and  upon  the 
learned  jpdges  who^  have  assisted'  you  in  the 
argument.      I  think  it  operates  the   other   wav. 
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^^1l      What  am  I  to  say  of  the  law  when  I  find  such 
judges  as  Lord  Hardwicke  and  Lord  Talbot  re- 
presented,  (I  do'nt  know  where,  for  I  cannot  find 
it  in  their  own  words,)  but  represented  by  Lord 
Eldon  as  having  "struggled  much  but  ineflfectually 
against  it*  ?"    Is  that  not  saying  in  terms,  that  the 
law  is  too  strong  for  them  ?     And  all  the  result  of 
that  doubt  and  struggle  is,  that  they  were  defeated 
by  the  strength  of  the  law,  and  that  the  decisions 
have  been  so  uniform,  and  the  law  was  so  clearly  es- 
tablished, that  they  could  not  alter   it.     I  have 
looked  into  Lord  Redesdale's  argument,!  and  a 
most  strong  and  cogent  argument  it  is,   as  Mr. 
Baron  Wood's  also  is,  in  the  particulars  to  which 
Lord  Eldon  refers.     Lord  Redesdale's  argument 
amounts  to   this,   that  one  cannot  see  why  this 
should  ever  have  been    the    lawj   that    it  rests 
on     no    sound    principle  ;    that    the     reasoning 
which  applies  to  a  spiritual  rector  does  not  apply 
to  a  lay  rector.     That  is  perfectly  true,  but  there 
are  many  other  cases  in  which  a  uniform  course  of 
decision  has  made  the  law  and  settled  it;  and 
although   it    originated    in   reasons    which    you 
cannot  now  discover,  or  where  you  see  it  origin- 
ated  in   error,    even    then   you    can    never    un- 
settle the  law  so  established.     A  very  recent  case 
proves  this  strongly, — I  mean  the  celebrated  case  of 
Cadell  V.  Palmer^  from  which  it  is  clear  that  the 
doctrine   that   an   executory  devise  is  good   not 
with  reference   to  infancy,    but   simply  good  for 
twenty-one    years    beyond    a    life    or    lives    in 
being,     originated     in    the    consideration     that 
until    twenty-one   an    infant   not  being   of   age, 


*  In  Berney  v,  Harvey,  17  Ves.  119. 
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could  not  bar  the  remainders  over  by  suffering  a  1835. 
recovery  or  levying  a  fine.  Ever  since  the  judicial 
decision  in  the  Duke  of  Norfolk's  case,  professional 
men  have  acted,  and  parties  have  purchased  not 
with  reference  to  the  infancy,  and  the  difiiculty  of 
levying  a  fine  or  suffering  a  recovery,  but  with 
reference  to  this,  that  absolutely  a  man  could  en- 
tail  his  lands  on  lives  in  being,  and  twenty-one 
years  over.  And  what  have  your  Lordships  held 
in  Cadell  v.  Palmer?  •  And  what  did  the  learned 
judges  all  advise  your  Lordships  to  hold  ?  Why, 
that  a  man  could  entail  his  lands  for  a  life  or 
lives  in  being,  and  that  the  executory  devise  was 
good,  which  added  to  that  a  term  of  twenty-one 
years  in  gross,  without  reference  to  infancy  at  all. 
And  I  put  the  question  to  their  Lordships  with 
the  view  of  setting  it  in  the  strongest  light,  by 
excluding  the  infancy  altogether.  That  is  a  remark- 
able instance  where  every  body  sees  that  the  rule 
crept  into  the  law  per  incuriam,  and  by  a  sort  of 
mistake,  by  a  confusion  (if  I  may  so  speak,)  easily 
explained,  which,  if  we  were  to  make  the  law  now, 
we  should  not  perhaps  fall  into,  but  which  cannot 
be  taken  into  account  in  order  to  impugn  the 
authority  of  a  train  of  uniform  decisions. 

I  cannot  conclude  the  observations  which  I  have 
thought  it  necessary  to  add  on  this  important  case, 
without  remarking  upon  the  course  of  argument 
pursued  by  the  very  learned  and  ingenious  counsel 
for  the  Plaintiff  in  error,  in  his  reply.  He  says 
we  are  not  bound  by  decisions  below,  but  we  are 
only  bound  by  our  own  decisions.  If  that  were 
the  case,  we  should  have  nothing  to  do  but  to 
hear  appeals    and    writs    of    error,    and    every 

•  7  Bligh,  N.  S.  22. 
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I8S5.       possible  question  would   be   set    afloat.     We  ire 
not  bound  by  law ;  that  is,  we  may  if  ^e  chooie 
do    a    wrong    act,   we    may   neglect   the  whole 
course  of  decisions  in  Westminster  Hall.    There  is 
no  doubt  of  that,  because  they  have  not  the  font 
of  decisions  in  the  supreme  Court  of  Parliament 
the  last  resort ;   but  that  we  ought  always  to  listen 
to  decisions  from  inferior  courts,  is  evidenced  bj 
the  circumstance  that  we  hear  this  case  argued  in 
the  presence  of  the  learned  judges,  in  order  that 
they  may  advise  the  House  upon  the  question  of 
law.      If  we  are   not  to  be  influenced   by  the 
authorities   of  the  courts  in   Westminster  Hall, 
why  do  we  ask  them  to  tell  us  what  our  journals 
could  tell  us?  They  cannot  look  into  our  journals; 
they  look  into  their  decisions  and    tell   us  their 
opinions  on  the  authority  of  decided  cases,  and  wc 
hold  that  to  be  a  great  help  and  guide  to  us.  A  strong 
ground  might  be  laid  for  holding  a  decision  not  to 
be   law.     Fitzroy   v.  GuilHm(^l\    was  for  some 
years  reckoned  bad  law,  yet  was  never  actually 
overruled :  and  the  same  remark  may  be  made  on 
that  case  of  Corbet t  v.  Poelnitz  (2).      What  is  that 
but  saying,  that  every  now  and  then  a  wrong  d^ 
cision  is  made  and  then  is  set  right,   a  proposition 
very  different  from  saying  there  is  a  current  of  deci- 
sions all   one  way,  a  uniform  course   of  decisions 
without  any  one  exception  ?     We  cannot  say  there 
is  any  conflict  here. 

Lord  Redesdale's  argument  in  Norbury  r. 
MeadCy  is  most  able ;  he  seems  to  say  there  may  be 
a  prescription  in  non  decimando  in  the  case  of  a  laj 
impropriator.  It  looks  like  that  I  admit;  but 
whether  he  meant  it  to  be  so  is  another  question : 

•  1  T.  R.  153.  t  1  T.  R.  5- 
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although  he  enters  into  a  discussion  to  show  the       1835. 
great  difference  between  a  lay  rector  and  a  spiritual      ^^^^^ 
rector.  •• 

I  entirely  concur  in  the  opinion  of  the  learned 
judges,  and  recommend  your  lordships  with  my 
noble  and  learned  friend  to  affirm  the  decision 
of  the  court  below. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


VOL.  IX.  M  M 
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Respondents. 


IRELAND. 

(court    OF    CHANCERY.) 

The  Reverend  Marcus  Monck     -     Appellant; 

Charles  Henry  Paget,  Esq.,  the 
Honourable  Sir  Charles  Paget, 
and  Dame  Eliz.  Araminta,  his 
wife,  Hen.  G.  Monck  Browne, 
an  infant,  by  the  Rev.  John 
G.  Browne,  his  paternal  uncle, 
and  next  friend,  Dom.  Browne, 
and  Catherine  Ann  Isabella, 
his  wife J 

H.  M.,  who  died  in  December,  1815,  by  his  will  devised  i 
term  in  his  lands  at  W.  in*  trust  to  pay  his  debts*  and  the 
legacies  and  annuities  given  by  his  will.  He  thereby  gave 
to  his  mother  R.  M.  the  sum  of  500/.  and  an  annuity  o(900l»i 
in  addition  to  her  jointure  of  800/.  a  year  charged  upon  the 
lands  devised.  He  also  gave  to  his  sister  A.  M.  an  annuity 
of  400/.,  upon  condition  that  she  released  his  estates  from  any 
charge,  claim,  or  demand  she  might  have  thereon. 

Upon  a  bill  filed  in  1816,  to  carry  the  trusts  of  the  will  into 
execution,  R.  M.,  by  her  answer,  claimed  her  jointure  of 
800/.  a  year,  and  a  sum  of  300/.,  with  interest,  as  charged 
upon  the  lands  devised  under  covenant  by  her  marriage  set- 
tlement. She  also  claimed  the  annuity  of  200/.,  and  the  sum 
of  500/.,  with  interest,  given  by  the  will ;  and  all  arrears  of 
rents  of  the  lands  devised  due  at  the  death  of  her  husband, 
the  testator's  father,  which  had  been  received  by  the  testator. 
She  further  claimed  a  proportion  of  the  value  of  the  timber 
planted  on  the  lands  devised  by  her  husband  when  tenant 
for  life>  under  the  acts  for  the  encouraging  of  planting  io 
Ireland;  and,  finally,  she  claimed  under  the  will  of  her  bus- 
band  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate. 
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A.  M.,  by  her  answer,  set  up  various  claims,  as  charges  upon 
the  lands  devised,  arising  out  of  the  settlement  made  upon 
the  marriage  of  her  father  and  mother  R.  M.,  and  upon 
transactions  with  her  father  and  brother,  the  testator ;  among 
which  claims  was  an  annuity  of  400/.  under  an  agreement 
alleged  to  have  been  made  by  the  testator  with  the  father,  in 
consideration  of  his  forbearing  to  exercise  in  favour  of  A.  M. 
a  power  of  appointment  over  15,000/.  charged  upon  the 
lands ;  and  she  submitted  that  the  condition  annexed  by  the 
will  of  H.  M.  to  the  annuity  of  400/.  thereby  given  to  her 
was  inequitable,  and  that  she  ought  not  to  be  put  to  any 
election  until  her  rights  against  the  estate  of  H.  M,  were 
ascertained. 

R.  M.  died  in  1818,  having  by  will  given  the  residue  of  all  her 
property  to  A.  M.,  who  was  appointed  executrix,  and  proved 
the  will  under  the  decree  made  in  the  cause  in  1818.    A.  M . 

.  carried  in  a  charge,  by  which  she  claimed  as  representative 
of  R.  M.  an  apportionment  of  the  annuity  of  800/.  under 
settlement,  and  of  200/.,  and  the  legacy  of  500/.  under  the 
will  of  H.  M.;  and  in  her  own  right  she  claimed  the  arrears 
of  the  annuity  of  4(X)/.  under  the  will  of  H.  M. ;  and  she 
thereby  offered  to  release  the  estate  of  H.  M.  from  every 
other  charge,  claim,  or  demand  whatsoever,  which  she  might 
have  thereon. 

The  Master  by  his  report  found  that  A.  M.  was  entitled,  as 
executrix  of  R.  M.,  and  in  her  own  right,  according  to  the 
charge ;  and  a  decree  was  made  for  sale  of  the  lands  com- 
prised in  the  term,  to  satisfy  the  charges.     This  decree  was 

..made  in  1831.  A.  M.  died  in  1830,  having  received  all 
arrears  of  the  annuities  claimed  under  the  will  in  her  own 

r  _ 

right,  and  as  due  to  R.  M.,  and  also  interest  upon  the  legacy 

,  of  500/.  given  to  R.  M.  under  the  will  of  H.  M. 

Upon  a  second  suit  against  the  trustees  of  the  inheritance, 

representing  that  it  would  be  more  for  the  benefit  of  the 

parties  interested  that  the  fee-simple  should  be  sold  instead 

of  the  term,  it  was  accordingly  directed  by  a  decree,  which 

was  enrolled  in*1832,  and  proceedings  were  taken  for  the 

}    sale.     In  1834  a  motion  was  made  in  both  causes  before  the 

Master  of  the  Rolls  by  M.  M.,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non 

of  R.  M.,  for  leave  to  go  before  the  Master  in  the  first  cause, 

aod  prove  the  several  unproved  demands  made  by  and  in  the 

answer  of  R.  M.,  but  omitted  in  the  charge  of  A.  M.,  or  to 

file  a  supplemental  or  other  bill  to  establish  such  demand. 

This  motion  having  been  refused,  a  new  motion  was  made 
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before  the  Liord  Chancellor  for  leave  to  file  a  supplemental 
or  other  bill  to  establish  the  unproved  claimay  or  that  soeh 
other  order  might  be  made  as  to  the  Court  should  seem  fit 
This  motion  being  also  refused. 

Upon  appeal  to  Parliament,  a  case  was  made  for  permission  it 
carry  in  a  charge  and  prove  the  claims  in  the  original  suit. 

The  appeal  was  dismissed  with  costs. 


Previous  to  the  marriage  of  George  Paul 
Monck  with  the  Lady  Araminta,  his  wife,  the 
father  and  mother  of  the  Appellant,  a  marriage 
settlement  was  executed,  bearing  date  the  22d  daj 
of  April,  1755,  whereby  the  estates  of  Gearp 
Paul  Monck  were  settled  on  him,  and  the  issue 
male  of  the  marriage  in  strict  settlement,  chaiged 
with  a  jointure  of  800/.  a  year  for  Lady  Araminta, 
payable  half  yearly;  and  George  Paul  Monck 
covenanted,  that  in  case  Lady  Araminta  should 
survive  him,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators, 
should,  out  of  his  real  or  personal  estate,  pay  her 
300/.  immediately  after  his  decease. 

In  Michaelmas  term,  1777>  the  said  George 
Paul  Monck  and  Henry  Monck,  the  eldest  son  of 
the  marriage,  suffered  a  recovery  of  the  settled 
estates,  and  by  deed  declaring  the  uses  of  the  re- 
covery, and  bearing  date  the  Sd  day  of  December, 
1777,  the  said  estates  were  limited  to  the  use  rf 
trustees  for  a  term  of  1000  years,  and  subject  thereto 
to  the  use  of  George  Paul  Monck  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  use  of  Henry  Monck  in  fee.  TTie 
trusts  of  the  term  were  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the 
estates,  to  raise  such  sum  of  money,  not  exceeding 
15,000/.,  and  to  pay  and  apply  the  same  in  such  man- 
ner and  for  such  purposes  as  George  Paul  Monck bv 
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any  writing  under  his  hand  and  seal,  or  by  his  last       1SS5. 
will  and  testament,  should  direct  and  appoint. 

George  Paul  Monck  died  on  the  7th  of  October, 
180*,  leaving  Lady  Araminta,    his   widow,    and 
Henry  Monck,  his  eldest  son.     Some  years  before 
his  death,  by  his  will,  dated  on  the  24th  of  May, 
1790,   George   Paul   Monck   bequeathed   all   his 
ready  money,  rents,  and  arrears  of  rent,  due  and 
owing  to  him  at  his  decease,  household  goods  and 
furniture,  with  the  lease  of  the  house  then  occupied 
by  him  in  the  city  of  Bath,  and  all  other  his  per- 
sonal  estate  and  effects  whatsoever,  to  the  said 
Lady  Araminta,  her  executors,  and  administrators, 
subject  to  the  payment  of  his  funeral  and  testa- 
mentary expenses  and  simple  contract  debts  only, 
declaring  it  to  be  his  intention,  that  the  property 
given  to  Lady  Araminta,  by  his  will,  should  as  far 
as  in  his  power  be  exempted  and  exonerated  from 
the  payment  of  his  bond  debts,  judgments,  mort- 
gages, and  other  incumbrances,  which  he  thereby 
directed  should  be  charged  on,  and  affect  his  real 
estates  only;   and  he  appointed  Lady  Araminta 
sole  executrix  of  his  will ;  he  afterwards  added  to 
his  will  a  codicil,  bearing  date,  on  the  25th  of 
May,  1802,  whereby,  afler  reciting  the  will,  he  re- 
stricted  the  bequest  of  his  household  goods  and 
furniture,  with  the  lease  of  his  house  at  Bath,  to 
the  natural  life  of  Lady  Araminta,  bequeathing  it 
over   afler   her   decease   to  his   daughter,    Anne 
Monck,    her  executors    and    administrators,   but 
confirmed  his  will  in  all  other  respects. 

Upon  the  death  of  George  Paul  Monck,  Lady 
Araminta  Monck  declining  to  act  as  his  executrix, 
Henry  Monck  took  out  letters  of  administration, 
with  the  will  annexed  of  George  Paul  Monck,  and 
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1835.  possessed  himself  of  his  personal  estate  and  effects, 
and  received  the  rents  and  arrears  of  rent  of  Ae 
real  estates,  which  were  owing  to  George  Paul 
Monck,  at  his  death,  but  never  accounted  for  tiiem 
to  Lady  Araminta  Monck. 

Henry  Monck  died  in  the  month  of  December, 
1815,  having  made  his  will,  dated  on  the  24th  of 
July,  1815,  whereby  he  devised  all  his  to^i^ 
castles,  lands,  and  other  hereditaments,  ta  the 
use  of  Arthur  Hume,  Esq.,  and  the  Honourable 
William  Vesey  Fitzgerald,  their  executors  and 
administrators,  for  a  term  of  4000  years;  and 
subject  thereto  he  devised  one  moiety  of  the  said 
hereditaments  to  the  Right  Honourable  George 
Beresford,  commonly  called  Lord  George  Beres* 
ford,  and  Arthur  Saunders  Gore,  Earl  of  Arran, 
their  executors  and  administrators,  during  the  life 
of  his  daughter,  the  Respondent,  Catherine  Ana 
Isabella  Browne,  wife  of  the  Respondent,  Dominidf 
Browne,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  and  profits  rf 
the  said  moiety  to  her  separate  use,  durino*  her 
life,  and  after  her  decease  to  the  use  of  the  said 
Dominick  Browne  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  the  sons  and  daughters  of  Catherine  Ann 
Isabella  Browne,  in  strict  settlement,  with  divere 
remainders  over ;  and  he  devised  the  other  moietr 
of  the  hereditaments  (subject  to  the  term  of  4O00 
years)  to  the  use  of  George  Beresford,  and  Arthur 
Saunders  Gore,  Earl  of  Arran,  their  executors  and 

administrators,  during  the  life  of  his  daughter  the 

^j        ' 

Respondent,  Elizabeth  Araminta  Paget,  wife  of 
the  Respondent,  Sir  Charles  Paget,  upon  similar 
trusts  for  her  separate  use  during  her  life,  with  re- 
mainder after  her  decease  to  the  use  of  Sir  Charks 
Paget  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the 
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sons  and  daughters  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Aiaminta  1835. 
Paget,  in  strict  settlement,  with  divers  remainders 
over;  the  trusts  of  the  term  were  by  sale,  or 
moitgage,  or  other  disposition  of  the  estates,  to 
levy  and  raise  such  sum  or  sums  as  should  be 
sufficient  to  pay  and  satisfy  all  his  just  debts, 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  the  legacies 
and  annuities  given  by  his  will,  and  to  apply  the 
sums  so  to  be  raised  in  payment  thereof  accord- 
ingly. He  then,  among  other  bequests,  directed 
the  payment  of  200/.  a  year  to  his  mother.  Lady 
Araminta  Monck,  and  her  assigns,  during  her  life, 
in  addition  to  her  jointure,  and  400/.  a  year  to  his 
sister,  Ann  Monck,  in  case  she  should  survive 
Lady  Araminta  Monck;  and  he  declared  that  he 
had  given  the  annual  sum  of  400/.  to  Ann  Monck 
upon  this  express  condition,  that  she  released  his 
estates  from  any  charge,  claim,  or  demand  what- 
soever that  she  might  have  thereon.  He  also 
gave  500/.  to  his  mother.  Lady  Araminta  Monck, 
to  be  paid  at  the  expiration  of  twelve  calendar 
months  afler  his  decease ;  and  he  gave  and  be- 
queathed all  his  personal  estate  and  effects  to  his 
wife.  Lady  Elizabeth  Monck,  for  her  absolute  use 
and  benefit,  and  directed  that  if  any  of  his  debts 
should  be  paid  out  of  his  personal  estate.  Lady 
Elizabeth  Monck  should,  in  that  case,  be  entitled 
to  be  reimbursed  out  of  the  premises  comprised  in 
the  term  of  4000  years,  whatever  monies  should 
have  been  applied  out  of  his  said  estate  and  effects, 
in  payment  of  his  debts ;  and  he  appointed  his 
wife  sole  executrix  of  his  will. 

Henry  Monck  was  indebted  at  the  time  of  his 
death  to  various  persons  to  a  large  amount,  and 
after  his  death  Lady  Elizabeth   Monck,  having 
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^S5.      survived  him,  proved  his  will,  and  in  JM  arch,  181ft 
filed  her  original  bill  in  the  court  of  Chanceiy  it 
Ireland,    against   Lady  Araminta    MoDck,   Abii 
Monck,  Dominick  Browne,  and  Catherine  Abb 
Isabella  his  wife,  and  Henrietta  Araminta  Momck 
Browne,   their   only   child,    Charles    Paget^  aad 
Elizabeth  Araminta  his  wife,  and  the  Respondeat 
Charles   Henry   Paget  their  eldest    son,    Artfaor 
Hume  and  William  Vesey  Fitzgerald,  the  tmsteei 
of  the  term  of  4000  years ;  George  Beresford  and 
Arthur  Saunders  Gore  Earl  of  Arran,   the  Ap:- 
pellant  Arthur  Dawson,  and  Catherine  his  wife^ 
James  Hamilton,  Margaret  Carroll,  Joseph  fin^' 
negan,  the  Right  Honourable  Henry  de  le  Fber, 
Marquis  of  Waterford,  and  Walter  Jones,  all  named 
in  or  interested  under  the  will  of  the  said  Heniy 
Monck ;  and  after  setting  forth  the  will  of  Heoir 
Monck,  and  his  death,  and  stating   that  Henrt 
Monck  was  indebted  at  the  time  of  his  death  to  i 
number  of  persons,  and  that  several  of  them  had 
applied  to  the  Plaintiff  to  pay  their  demands,  and 
had  threatened  to  harass  her  with  divers  suits  for 
that  purpose,  the  bill  prayed  (among  other  things) 
that  the  Defendants  might  set  forth  an  account  di 
the  real  estates  devised  to  be  sold,  and  that  thejr 
might  set  forth,  what  right,  title,  interest,  propertj» 
claim,  or  demand  they,  or  any  and  which  of  them 
respectively,  had  to  the  real  estates,  and  that  Aim 
Monck    might    make   her  election    whether  she 
would  accept  the  annuity  to  her  in  the  will  given, 
releasing  all  her  other  claims  and  charges  what- 
soever which  she  might  have  in   or  to  the  said 
estates,  or  rely  and  insist  upon  the  said  claims  and 
charges,  and  that  she  might  set  forth  the  same  fo- 
spectivelyi  and  that  an  account  might  also  be  taken 
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bfthe  debts,  legacies,  and  funeral  and  testamentary  ^^^^ 
expenses  of  Henry  Monck,  and  also  of  any  charged 
-affecting  the  said  lands  for  arrears  of  jointure, 
rent-charges,  or  otherwise,  and  that  the  several 
creditors  and  legatees  of  Henry  Monck,  might  b6 
at  liberty  to  come  in  before  the  Master,  and  mak^ 
proof  of  their  several  demands,  and  that  the  tnists 
of  the  said  will  might  be  in  all  things  earned  into 
execution,  and  that  a  competent  part  of  the  lands 
and  premises  comprised  in  the  term  of  4000  years 
might  be  sold  for  the  said  term,  for  the  purposes 
in  the  will  mentioned,  and  that  the  several  creditors 
who  should  come  in  and  contribute  to  the  expenses 
of  the  suit,  might  be  paid  their  demands  with 
interest  and  costs,  and  that  the  other  creditors  and 
legatees  might  be  paid  their  demands. 

Lady  Araminta  Monck  filed  her  answer  to  the 
foregoing  bill,  and  admitted  the  will  of  Henry 
Monck,  particularly  the  bequest  to  her  of  the 
annuity  of  200/.,  and  the  sum  of  500/.  and  with 
reference  to  the  estates  devised  to  be  sold,  she  said 
that  she  believed  they  were  the  same  estates  com- 
prised in  the  settlement  of  the  22d  of  April,  1755, 
whereby  the  jointure  of  800/.  and  the  sum  of  500/. 
were  secured  to  her,  but  which  sum  of  300/.  had 
never  been  paid  to  her.  The  answer  then  set  forth 
the  will  of  George  Paul  Monck,  his  death,  and 
administration  to  him  by  Henry  Monck.  The" 
Defendant  then  said  she  claimed  to  be  entitled  to 
receive  from  the  said  real  estates  the  two  annuities' 
of  800/.  and  200/.,  and  the  two  sums  of  300/.  and 
500/.,  with  interest  on  the  said  two  sums  from  the 
periods  when  the  same  respectively  became  payable, 
together  with  all  rents  and  arrears  that  were  dnci 
and  owing  to  George  Paul  Monck,  at  the  time  of 
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1835.  his  decease;  and  the  Defendant  also  claimed 
"  such  proportion  of  the  value  of  the  timber 
*^  planted  by  George  Paul  Monck  on  his  said 
**  estates  as  George  Paul  Monck  ^as  entitled  to^ 
**  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  several  acts  for  tbe 
"  encouragement  of  planting  in  Ireland ; "  she 
also  claimed  all  the  residue  of  his  personal  pro- 
perty, jCfter  payment  of  his  simple  contract  debts; 
funeral  expenses,  and  the  costs  of  proving  hii 
will. 

Ann  Monck  also  filed  her  answer  to  the  bill,  and 
thereby  admitted  the  will  of  Henry  Monck*  and 
more  especially  the  bequest  to  her  of  the  anntiil 
sum  of  400/.,  in  case  she  should  survive  her 
mother.  Lady  Araminta  Monck ;  and  she  claimed 
the  annuity  of  400/.,  and  also  brought  forward 
several  other  claims  against  the  estates. 

In  November  I8I7,  the  Plaintiff  amended  her 
bill,  but  did  not  require  Lady  Araminta  Monck  to 
answer  her  amended  bill ;  and  afterwards,  by  an 
order,  dated  on  the  20th  of  November,  1817,  the 
names  of  the  Appellant  and  others  M^ere  strudc 
out  of  the  bill  as  parties  defendants. 

By  a  decree  in  the  cause,  dated  on  the  l3th  rf 
November,  1818,  it  was,  among  other  things,  w- 
dered,  that  the  Master  should  take  an  account  of 
the  debts,  charges,  and  incumbrances  affecting 
the  real  estates  of  Henry  Monck  ;  and  it  was 
ordered  and  declared,  that  Ann  Monck  was  bouod 
to  make  her  election  between  the  reversiooary 
annuity  bequeathed  to  her  by  the  will  of  Henry 
Monck,  and  her  other  claims  in  the  pleadings 
mentioned  affecting  the  estate  of  Henry  Moiick» 
before  she  was  permitted  to  file  any  charge  in  the 
Master's  oflSce   under  the   decree.     And  it  was 
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further  ordered,  that  all  creditors  and  legatees  of       lSS5. 
Henry   Monck,   and   all   persons    having    debts, 
charges,  and  incumbrances  affecting  his  estates, 
should  have  liberty  to  come  in  before  the  Master 
to  prove  and  ascertain  the  same. 

Lady  Araminta  Monck  died  in  the  year  1818, 
before  any  further  proceedings  were  had  in  the 
cause.  She  had  previously  made  a  will,  whereby 
she  appointed  her  daughter,  Ann  Monck,  her  sole 
executrix,  who  accordingly  proved  her  will ;  but 
no  bill  of  revivor,  or  other  bill,  was  ever  filed  in 
the  cause  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the  personal 
representative  of  Lady  Araminta  Monck  before 
the  court. 

Ann  Monck,  on  the  1st  of  July,  1819,  filed  her 

charge  under  the  decree,  and  thereby  charged  that 

she  was  entitled  as  the  executrix  of  Lady  Araminta 

Monck    (though   not   before    the    court  in    that 

character)  to  the  arrears  of  the  annuity  of  800/., 

secured  by  the  settlement  of  the  22d  of  April, 

1755,  and  to  the  arrears  of  the  annuity  of  200/., 

bequeathed  to  Lady  Araminta  by  Henry  Monck, 

and  also  to  the  legacy  of  500/.,  bequeathed  to 

Lady  Araminta  by  Henry  Monck,  with  the  in- 

terest  due  thereon.     She  also  elected  to  take  the 

annuity  of  400/.  bequeathed  to  her  by  the  will  of 

Henry  Monck,  and  offered  to  release  his  estate 

from  any  other  charge,  claim,  or  demand,  that  she 

knight  have  thereon.    But  Ann  Monck  did  not, 

either  by  her  charge,  or  otherwise  in  her  life-time, 

bring  forward,  as   executrix  of  Lady  Araminta 

Monck,  the  several  other  claims  set  forth  by  Lady 

Araminta  Monck  in  her  answer. 

Pursuant  to  the  decree,  the  Master  made  his 
report,  dated  on  the  2dd  of  January,  1821,  and 
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^^.^  thereby  found  that  Ann  Monck  was  entitled,  as 
such  executrix  of  Lady  Araminta,  to  an  arrearof 
500/.  on  foot  of  the  annuity  of  200/.  bequeathed 
to  her  by  Henry  Monck,  and  also  to  the  legacy  of 
500L  bequeathed  to  her  by  Henry  Monck. 

No  exception  was  taken  to  this  report  by  Ann 
Monck  in  her  life-time,  and  the  cause  coming  on 
for  further  directions  on  the  7th  of  March,  1 821, 
it  was,  amongst  other  things,   ordered    and  de- 
creed, that  the  Defendants,  Dominick  Browne  and 
Catherine  Ann  Isabella  his  wife,  Sir  Charles  Paget 
and  Elizabeth  Araminta  his  wife,  or  some  or  one 
of  them,  should  forthwith  pay  unto  the  Plaintiff 
and  the  several  Defendants  and  creditors  their  rc^ 
spective  demands,  with  interest  so  far  as  they  were 
entitled  thereto  until  paid ;  and  also  the  costs  of 
the  Defendants,  or,  in  default  thereof^   that  the 
Master  should,  within  six  months,  sell  the  several 
towns  and   lands  comprised  in  the   said   terra  of 
4000  years,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  incum- 
brances directed  to  be  raised  under  the  said  txusi 
term. 

No  sale  took  place  under  this  decree,  and,  in 
November,  1831,  the  Respondents  filed  their  biD 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  against  Ladj 
Elizabeth  Monck,  George  Beresford,  and  Arthur 
Saunders  Gore,  Earl  of  Arran,  for  a  sale  of  the 
inheritance  of  the  said  estates.     The  bill  set  forth 
the   will  of  Henry  Monck,   his    death,    and  the 
probate  of  his  will  by  Lady  Elizabeth  Monck,  and 
the  said  original  bill  filed  by  her,  for  carrvin<T  the 
trusts  of  the  will  into  execution  :  the  Respondents' 
bill  then  set  forth  the  order  of  the  13th  of  No- 
vember, 1818,  and  the  Master's   report  made  in 
pursuance  thereof,  and  the  final  decree  of  the  7th 
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of  March,  1821  j  the  Respondents'  bill  then  stated,       XS8B, 
that  Henry  George  Monck  Browne  was  born  after      ^Z^^ 
the  date  of  the  final  decree,  and  that  under  the  f* 

limitations  of  the  will  he  was  entitled  to  an  estate 
tail  in  a  moiety  of  the  estates,  upon  the  decease  of 
the  survivor  of  Catherine  Ann  Isabella  and  Domi* 
nick  Browne,  and  that  no  sale  had  been  had  of  th^ 
estates  comprised  in  the  term  of  4000  years^  anii 
that  it  would  be  greatly  for  the  benefit  of  all 
piarties  interested  in  the  estates  that  a  sale  of  the 
f^e  and  inheritance  of  a  competent  part  thereof 
should  take  place  under  the  decree  of  the  court 
with  the  trust  term,  instead  of  the  trust  term  pnly^ 
and  that  the  money  arising  from  such  s^le  should 
be  applied  in  payment  and  discharge  of  the  debts, 
charges  and  incumbrances  affecting  the  said  estateSr 
The  Respondents'  bill  then  prayed  that  the  fe^ 
and  inheritance  of  the  premises  in  the  trust  term 
of  4000  years  contained  might  be  decreed  to  b^ 
sold,  and  that  the  proceeds  might  be  applied  tq 
(discharge  all  debts  and  incumbrances  affecting  the 
lands. 

The  Defendants  to  the  Respondents'  bill  having 

pVit  in  their  answers,  the  cause  came  on  to  be 

i    heard  upon  bill  and  answer  on  the  12th  of  May, 

i    1833,  when  it  was  ordered  and  decreed  that  the 

i    Earl  of  Arran  and  Lord  George  Beresford  should 

^    be  at  liberty  to  sell  the  fee  and  inheritance  of  the 

|!    several  lands  and  premises  in  the  pleadings  men- 

^*   tipned,  or  a  competent  part  thereof,  for  payment 

^  of  the  several  debts,  charges,  and  incumbrances, 

J  interest  and  costs,  decreed  to  be  paid  out  of  the 

,^  produce  of  the   sale  of  the  term  of  4000  years, 

A  and   tliat   the   proceeds  of  such   sale   should   be 

.|  applied  in  discharge  of  the  several  debts,  charg^i 

;  incumbrances,  interest  and  costs. 
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1835.  Ann  Monck  died  on  the  11th  of  Septeiri)er, 

18S0,  and  upon  her  death  the  Appellant  instituted 
proceedings  for  obtaining  letters  of  administratioii 
de  bonis  non  to  the  estate  of  Lady  Araminti 
Moncky  and  also  to  the  estate  of  Ann  Monck; 
these  letters  were  not  granted  until  the  montfa  of 
February,  1832.  The  Appellant  also  obtjoned 
letters  of  administration  de  bonis  nan^  with  tbe 
will  annexed  of  his  father  George  Paul  MoncL 

No  sale  of  the   estates  took  place  under  the 
decrees,  and,  on  the  20th  of  January   ISdl,  tte 
Appellant,   as  administrator  of   Lady    Anuninii 
Monck,  moved  before  the  Master  of  the  Roikii 
Ireland,  that  he  might  be  at  liberty,  at  his  on 
expense,  to  go  before  the  Master  in  the  first  caM 
and  iile  a  charge  in  his  office,  and  proceed  tben- 
under  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  several  ui- 
proved  demands  made  by  Lady  Araminta  MoBck 
in  her  answer,  that  is  to  say,  first,   her  claim  d 
3001.  with   interest,  under  the  settlement  of  the 
22d  of  April,  1755 ;  secondly,  her   claim  on  toot 
of  rents,  and  arrears  of  rents  of  the    lands  and 
premises  in   the   settlement  and    pleadings  mefr 
tioned,  which  were  due  and  owing  to  George  hd 
Monck  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and  by  him  \» 
queathed  to  Lady  Araminta,  subject  only  to  te 
simple  contract  debts,  and  to  his  funeral  and  teS' 
tamentary  expenses,  and  which,  to  the  amount  d 
7084/.  Is.  lid.  were  received  by   his  son  Henry 
Monck  as  his  personal  representative  ;  and  thirdlji 
her  claim  of  George  Paul  Monck's  proportioo,  of 
value  of  the  timber  trees  planted  by  him  on  tk 
estates,    as   tenant  for   life   thereof i    pursuant  »» 
the  statutes,  which    said  several    claims  were  b^ 
inadvertence    omitted    to    be    proved     by  An* 
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Monck,  the  former  personal  representative  of 
Lady  Araminta,  in  the  cause  of  Monck  and 
Browne,  or  otherwise,  that  the  Appellant,  as  such 
personal  representative  of  Lady  Araminta  Monck, 
might  be  at  liberty  to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  or 
such  other  bill  as  he  might  be  advised,  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  such  demands. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  made  no  rule  on  this 
motion. 

•  On  the  31st  of  January,  1834,  the  Appellant, 
pursuant  to  notice  entitled  in  both  causes,  moved 
fthe  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland  for  liberty  to  file  a 
supplemental  bill  in  the  first-mentioned  cause,  or 
such  other  bill  as  he  might  be  advised  for  the  pur- 
pose of  establishing  the  several  unproved  and  un- 
adjudicated  claims  made  by  Lady  Araminta  Monck 
in  her  answer  in  the  first  cause,  and  as  specified  in 
the  affidavit  of  the  Appellant  filed  in  the  first-men- 
tioned cause  on  the  11th  day  of  January  then  instant, 
or  for  such  other  order  as  the  Court  might  please 

to  make. 

i  The  affidavit  of  the  Appellant  read  in  support  of 
the  motion,  stated  the  bill  in  the  first-mentioned 
leause,  the  answer  of  Lady  Araminta,  and  the  decree 
of  the  13th  of  November,  1818  j  and  that  Lady 
^Araminta  died  before  any  further  proceeding  was 
taken  thereon,  having  appointed  Ann  Monck  her 
executrix.  The  affidavit  then  stated  that  Ann 
iMonck  filed  her  charge  in  the  cause  as  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  but  omitted  the  several  other  claims 
made  by  Lady  Araminta  in  her  answer,  (that  is  to 
-say,)  the  claim  of  300/-  with  interest  from  the  death 
«s0f  George  Paul  Monck,  the  claim  on  foot  of  the 
rents  and  arrears  of  rents  of  the  settled  and  devised 
estlttes,  due  and  owing  at  the  time  of  George  Paul 
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18S5,       Monck's  decea8e»  and  amounting  to  708^  Ij.  lld.i 
and  also  the  claim  of  the  value  of  the  timber  tnei 
planted  by  George  Paul  Monck  on  the  settled  and 
devised  estates  as  tenant  for  life  thereof  and  wlwh 
amounted  to  the  sum  of  5000/.  or  thereabouts)  Ik 
affidavit  then  stated  the  Master's  report  of  the 
22d  of  January,  1821,  the  decree  of  the  Tth'cf 
March,  1821,  and  the  proceedings  in  the  secoolif 
mentioned  cause ;  the  affidavit  then  stated  the  d«ilk 
of  Ann  Monck  in  1830,  and  that  she  had  ever  Mrioe 
the  death  of  Lady  Araminta  her  raothery  rmki 
in  England,  and  was  unacquainted  with  the  6cii 
relating  to  the  unproved  claims  of  Lady  Anunnlib 
and  that  she  was  during  her  life-time  incompeM 
to  have  instructed  her  solicitor  as  to  the  facts  aid 
proofs  incidental  to  those  claims  ;  the  affidavittlia 
stated,  that  letters  of  administration,  ¥rath  the  v9 
annexed,  of  Lady  Araminta  were  granted  to  tb 
Appellant  in  the  month  of  February,  1832,  andtiut 
thereupon  the  Appellant  caused  application  to  k 
made  to  the  solicitor  employed  by  Ann  MoDcka 
executrix  for  the  papers  which  had  belonged  to  htt 
in  such  right ;  and  that  considerable  delay  tool 
place  therein  before  the  Appellant's  solicitor  0» 
ceived  the  same,  and  that  thereupon  very  tediM 
searches  and  inquiries  became  necessary,  and  vcff 
entered  into  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant  in  orderU 
ascertain  the  grounds  on  which  those  unproved 
claims  were  founded:    and  that  the   Appellaot^i 
solicitor  used  the  utmost  diligence  to  invest!^ 
the  same ;  the  Appellant,  by  his  affidavit,  exprevo' 
his  belief  that  the  intended  sale  of  the  estates  wouU 
realise  a  fund  amply  sufficient  for  payment  of  iB 
the  creditors,  legatees,  and  incumbrancers  of  Heort 
Monck,  including  the  unproved  claims  of  the  De* 
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fendant  Lady  Araminta ;  and  that  a  considerable      ^  ^^\ 
surplus  was  likely  to  remain  after  payment  thereof. 
The  affidavit  of  Henry  Murphy  the  Appellant's 
solicitor,  also  read  in  support  of  the  motion,  stated, 
that  in  November,  1830,  Henry  Murphy  received 
instructions  from  the  Appellant  to  procure  letters 
of  administration  to  Lady  Araminta  Monck  and 
Ann  Monck,  and  that  he  was  not  able  to  obtain  tlie 
wme  until  the  month  of  February,  1832 ;  that  upon 
obtaining  such  administrations,  Henry  Murphy  was 
'instructed  to  apply  for  and  after  much  delay,  suc- 
ceeded in  obtaining  from  the   solicitor  of  Lady 
Araminta  Monck  and  Ann  Monck,  the  papers  and 
'documents  in  the  first  mentioned  cause  belonging 
'  to  them,  and,  that  upon  inspecting  such  papers,  it 
*  a|q)eared  that  certain  claims  made  by  Lady  Ara- 
'  kmnta  in  her  answer  and  specified  in  the  affidavit  of 
the  Appellant  had  never  been  put  forward  by  her 
'executrix.     The  affidavit  then  stated,  that  the  rea- 
son why  such  claims  were  not  put  forward,  was, 
'4hat  Ann  Monck  and  her  solicitor,  had  not  in  their 
or  either  of  their  power,  any  evidence  to  prove  the 
tame ;  and  that  it  appeared  by  a  case  submitted  to 
counsel  by  her  solicitor,  for  the  purpose  of  prepar- 
iog  proofs  in  the  first  mentioned  cause,  that  Lady 
Araminta  Monck  and  Ann  Monck,  were  not  pre 
pared  with  evidence  as  to  the  planting  of  timber, 
iBor,  as  to  the  arrear  of  rents,  from  want  of  certain 
accounts  referred  to  in  the  case,  nor  as  to  the  claim 
under  the  marriage  settlement  from  want  of  the 
toriginal  deeds  of  the  22d  of  April  1755j  and  the 
8d  of  December  1777*    The  affidavit  then  stated, 
that  due  diligence  was  used  at  the  time  to  obtain 
the  deeds,  and  that  a  notice  in  writing  Jiad  been 
served  on  the  Plaintiff  in  the  first  cause,  requiring 
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18S5.  the  production  of  the  deeds,  and  that  no  answer 
had  been  returned  thereto,  and  that  a  firuitlaB 
application  and  search^  had  been  made  for  the  ori- 
ginal  accounts  on  which  the  claim  to  the  arrear  of 
rent  was  founded.  The  affidavit  then  stated,  thit 
in  the  months  of  July  and  October  last»  Herny 
Murphy  and  the  Appellant,  had  made  two  visits  to 
the  lands  in  the  pleadings  mentioned  and  that  od 
such  occasion,  Henry  Murphy  had  discovered 
sufficient  evidence  to  sustain  Lady  Araminta's  daio 
for  the  planting  and  value  of  the  timber  mentioned 
in  her  answer,  and  Henry  Murphy  had  also  dis- 
covered the  name  of  the  Gentleman  who  had  beeo 
conducting  clerk  and  assistant  to  the  land  and  hv 
agent  of  Henry  Monck,  and  by  his  means,  Heiuj 
Murphy  had  obtained  access  to  the  papers  which 
had  belonged  to  the  testator's  agent»  amongst  wbick 
the  original  accounts  were  found,  and  were  then  m 
the  Deponent's  possession.  The  affidavit  further 
stated,  that  the  original  deeds  mentioned  in  the 
case,  had,  since  the  date  of  the  final  decree  in  the 
first  cause,  been  brought  into  and  lodged  in  the 
office  of  the  Master  in  the  cause.  The  affidavit 
also  stated,  that  the  Deponent  had  found  the  notice 
filed  by  Ann  Monck  in  the  first  cause,  and  dated 
the  1st  of  July,  1819;  whereby  she  elected  to  take 
the  annuity  of  400/.  in  preference  to  the  other 
claims  in  her  answer  mentioned. 

The  case  submitted  to  counsel  by  the  solicitor  of 
Lady  Araminta  Monck  and  Ann  Monck  and  re 
f erred  to  in  the  affidavit  of  Henry  Murphy,  the 
three  original  accounts  therein  also  referred  to,  and 
the  notice  of  the  1st  of  July,  1819,  were  read  ib 
support  of  the  motion. 

The  Respondents,  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  secood 
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cause,  opposed  the  motion  of  the  Appellant,  and  1835. 
grounded  their  opposition  on  the  reasons  appearing 
in  the  affidavit  of  Leonard  Dolbin,  their  solicitor. 
This  affidavit  stated  that  the  final  decree  in  the 
first  cause  was  enrolled  on  the  SOth  of  November, 
1832,  and  the  final  decree  in  the  second  cause  was 
enrolled  in  November,  1832.  The  affidavit  stated 
that  Ann  Monck  filed  her  answer  in  the  first 
cause,  and  thereby  relied  on  her  claims  under  the 
marriage  settlement  of  George  Paul  Monck ;  that 
Henry  Monck  bequeathed  the  annual  sum  of 
200/.  to  Lady  Araminta  during  her  life,  and^ 
also  a  legacy  of  500/.,  and  to  Ann  Monck  an 
annuity  of  400/.  during  her  life  upon  condition 
of  her  releasing  his  estates  from  any  charge,  claim, 
or  demand  that  she  might  have  thereon.  The 
affidavit  then  stated,  that  on  the  1st  of  July,  1819> 
Ann  Monck  filed  her  said  charge,  under  the  decree 
in  her  own  right,  and  as  executrix  of  Lady  Ara- 
minta, claiming  as  above  mentioned.  The  affidavit 
then  stated,  that  the  charge  was  duly  proved,  and 
the  amount  thereof,  and  of  the  annuity  of  400/.  had 
been  paid  from  time  to  time  out  of  the  funds  in  the 
cause,  partly  to  Ann  Monck,  and  partly  to  the 
Appellant,  since  her  decease :  that  Lady  Araminta 
Monck,  by  her  last  will  and  testament,  gave  and 
bequeathed  to  Ann  Monck,  3000/.,  to  the  Appel- 
lant,  lOOOi,  and  to  a  person  named  Finnegan,  100/., 
and  the  residue  of  her  estate  and  efifects  to  Ann 
Monck,  and  appointed  her  executrix.  The  affidavit 
also  stated,  that  the  Deponent  was  altogether  un- 
acquainted  with  the  demands  stated  in  the  Appel- 
lantfs  affidavit  that  Mr.  Henry  Monck,  Lady  Ara- 
minta Monck,  Miss  Ann  Monck,  and  Blaney  Owen 
Mitchell,  the  persons  who  must  have  been  acquaint* 
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^35^  ed  with  the  facts  relating  to  the  said  demands,  were 
all  dead,  and  that  Lady  Araminta,  was  the  sole 
executrix  named  in  the  will  of  George  Paul  Monck. 

By  an  order  made  on  the  same  day,  the  motion 
was  refused  with  costs. 

The  Appeal  was  against  this  order. 

For  the  Appellant,  Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  Shad- 
well 

The  unproved  claims  of  Lady  Araminta  Monck, 
that  is  to  say,  the  claim  of  300/.,  with  interest 
from  the  death  of  George  Paul  Monck,  the  claim 
of  all  rents  and  arrears  of  rent  that  were  due  and 
owing  to  George  Paul  Monck  at  the  time  of  he 
decease,  and  the  claim  of  such  proportion  of  the 
value  of  the  timber  planted  by  George  Paul  Monck 
on  his  estates  as  George  Paul  Monck  was  entitled 
to,  were  all  subsisting  charges  on  the  estates  of 
Henry  Monck  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and  arc 
not  under  the  circumstances  barred  by  length  of 
time. 

The  charge  filed  by  Ann  Monck  in  the  Master's 
office,  whereby  she  elected  to  take  her  annuity  of 
400/.  in  preference  to  her  other  claims  upon  the 
estates  of  Henry  Monck,  can  only  be  construed 
to  operate  as  a  release  of  what  she  claimed  in  her 
own  right,  and  not  of  what  she  claimed  as  a  repre- 
sentative  of  Lady  Araminta  Monck.  Ann  Monck 
was  not  in  her  lifetime  in  possession  of  the  evi- 
dence necessary  to  support  the  unproved  claims  of 
Lady  Araminta,  although  she  used  all  due  diligence 
to  procure  such  evidence,  and  therefore  cannot  be 
considered  to  have  waived  the  claims  in  her  lifetime, 
and  the  Appellant  has  only  recently  obtained  pos- 
session of  the  evidence  necessary  to  support  tke 
unproved  claims. 


ON   APPEALS   AND   WRITS   OF   ERROR.  525 

The  estates  of  Henry  Monck  are  still  unsold^  1835. 
and  are  amply  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  unproved 
claims  of  Lady  Araminta  Monck,  as  well  as  the 
other  claims  thereon,  and  the  Appellant  does  not 
seek  to  disturb  in  any  manner  the  existing  pro- 
ceedings in  the  causes :  under  such  circumstances 
he  ought  to  be  permitted  to  carry  in  a  charge,  and 
to  prove  the  claims  according  to  the  practice  of 
the  Court.* 

For  the  Respondents,  Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr. 
hoftm  Loundes. 

It  is  manifest  that  when  Ann  Monck  carried  in 
her  claims  on  her  own  account  and  as  representa- 
tive of  her  mother,  under  the  decree  in  the  first 
mentioned  cause,  she  and  her  solicitor  were  aware 
of  the  various  demands  which  had  been  set  up  by 
her  mother  in  her  lifetime.  Counsel  had  been 
consulted  as  to  the  possibiUty  of  maintaining  them. 
It  could  not  therefore  have  been  from  inadvertence 
that  they  were  abandoned.  It  is  of  no  importance 
ivhether  they  were  abandoned  on  the  ground  that 
they  were  unfounded,  or  that  the  party  interested 
did  not  think  fit  to  be  at  the  trouble  or  expense*  of 
seeking  for  evidence  to  support  them,  or  that  she 
chose  voluntarily  to  release  her  brother's  estate 
from  them  :  it  is  sufficient  that  having  the  sole 
legal  and  the  sole  beneficial  interest  in  the  subject, 
she  did  in  fact  abandon  such  claims,  in  the  same 
manner  as  she  abandoned  all  claims  in  her  own 
right  beyond  those  arising  under  the  will  of  Henry 
Monck. 

The  claims  which  the  Appellant  now  seeks  to 
be  at  liberty  to  substantiate,  are  made  in  respect 
oS  sums  of  money  alleged  to  have  been  charged 
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18S5.  upon  land  or  rent,  a  present  right  to  receive  wliicfa 
accrued  to  a  persoi)  capable  of  giving  a  dtschnge 
ot  release  upwards  of  twenty  years  before  the 
motion  of  the  Appellant,  which  is  the  subject  of 
the  appeal,  was  made,  or  the  notice  thereof  ^veo, 
and  no  part  of  the  principal  money  nor  any  iitfieiest 
thereon  has  been  paid,  nor  any  acknowledgnait 
of  the  right  thereto  been  given  in  writing,  signed 
by  the  person  or  persons  by  whom  the  same  if  due 
would  have  been  payable  to  any  person  entitled 
thereto,  within  the  period  of  twenty  years  be&re 
the  motion  made  or  notice  given. 

On  the  motion  of  the  Appellant,  no  order  couU 
have  been  made,  which  would  have  .given  to  hun 
any  right,  which  he  has  not  without  such  order, 
nor  could  any  order  to  be  made  thereon  hsie 
affected  the  rights  of  the  Respondents  or  tf? 
other  parties  interested  in  the  subject-matter  of  the 
two  suits. 

The  order  which  the  Appellant  sought  by  his 
motion  would,  if  it  operated  at  all,  have  the  eftct 
of  altering  a  decree  pronounced  thirteen  yeus 
ago,  and  enrolled  upwards  of  eleven  years  ago^ 
and  not  capable  of  being  reversed  or  altered,  sni 
no  sufficient  reason  is  given  for  the  delay  wbidi 
has  taken  place  in  making  the  present  claims. 

Part  of  the  claims  of  the  AppeUant  must  depcDd 
upon  the  result  of  accounts,  which  cannot  be  taken 
in  either  of  the  existing  suits  nor  in  anv  suppk- 
mental  suit  which  he  might  institute. 

Lord  Brougham.  —  In  this  case  I  have  bo 
doubt  upon  the  form,  (I  do  not  mean  to  say  thu 
I  have  any  doubt  upon  the  merits  but,)  I  have  bo 
doubt  whatever  upon  the  form  :  the  course  of 
this  proceeding  is  perfectly  manifest.     There  was 
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first  a  motion  before  his  Honor  the  Master  of  the       18S5. 
Rolls  in  the  alternative.     It  is  not  for  leave  to  file 
a  supplemental  bill,  but  first  for  leave  to  go  before         «^ 
the  master,  and  there  take  the  benefit  of  the  decree 
which  had  been  pronounced,  and  in  the  alternative 
to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  ^<  or  (says  the  notice  of 
*'  motion,  which  I  considered  as  meaning  nothing) 
**  for  such  other  relief  as  the  Court  may  direct." 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls  refused  both  alternatives, 
or  if  they  must  be  called  three,  the  three  alter- 
natives.    The  first  point  relied  upon,  and  to  which 
the  attention  of  the  party  must  have  been  chiefly 
directed  by  its  standing  first,  and  which  is  most 
specific,  namely,  the  motion  for  leave  to  go  in,  he 
refuses  to  grant ;  they  do  not  obtain  leave  to  file  a 
supplemental  bill,  and  he  gives  them   no  relief 
whatever. 

The  next  thing  which  the  party  does  is  to  go  to 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  not  by  making  an  appeal 
motion  to  discharge  the  order  of  his  Honor,  for  that 
^ould  have  been  opening  both  the  first  and  the 
second  point, — it  would  have  been  a  complaint  that 
his  Lordship  had  not  given  them  leave  either  to 
file  a  supplemental  bill  or  to  go  in  and  prove,  — 
but  instead  of  that  the  party  is  advised  to  make 
another  application  to  the  Lord  Chancellor.  It  is 
only  for  leave,  as  I  read  the  notice,  to  file  a 
supplemental  bill,  or  for  such  other  relief  as  the 
Court  may  direct.  That,  therefore,  is  confined  to 
an  application  for  leave  to  file  the  bill,  because 
I  hold  it  to  be  perfectly  clear  that  in  the  case  of 
prayer  for  relief  appended  to  a  specific  motion  or 
intended  to  be  made  part  of  the  case,  the  notice 
of  motion  which  is  intended  to  apprise  the  party 
of  what  is  asked  must  give  something  more  specific 
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1^5.  than  the  general  alternative,  <<  such  other  relief  « 
the  court  thinks  fit ;  **  and  that  under  that  nane 
or  prayer,  nothing  can  be  given  l^  the  Court 
except  what  is  incidental  to  the  particularity  wUcb 
precedes,  and  is  something  short  of  the  whole  cf^ 
that  particularity,  or  at  all  events  something 
ejusdem  generis  ;  I  hold  it  therefore  to  be  clear  that 
under  the  notice  in  this  case  before  the  Lotd 
Chancellor  it  was  not  competent  to  his  lordsbtp  to 
have  given  leave  to  go  in  and  prove,  that  not 
having  been  asked  for,  but  only  leave  to  file  a 
supplemental  bill,  unless,  which  sometimes  happeai^ 
the  other  party  consents,  which  in  efiect  would  be 
consenting  to  the  amendment  of  the  notic^e  on  terms 
at  the  bar,  and  would  have  been  in  fact  consenting 
to  the  order  without  notice  at  all.  It  would  hafe 
amounted  to  a  waiving  of  the  objection  that  m^kt 
be  taken  for  want  of  notice.  That  is  not,  how- 
ever, pretended  to  have  been  done  in  this  case. 

That  is  my  opinion  upon  this  notice,  wind 
is  for  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  taking  it  as 
though  nothing  had  passed  previously  to  the  notice^ 
and  as  though  no  reference  had  been  made  to  what 
passed  previously.  But  the  case  appears  still  strongs 
from  the  reference  which  is  made  in  the  notice  to 
what  passed  at  the  Rolls  coupled  with  the  confining 
the  notice  given  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  one 
of  the  alternatives,  it  was  exceedingly  calculated 
to  mislead  and  to  make  it  be  believed,  that  upon 
further  consideration  they  had  advisedly  refrained 
from  asking  both  of  the  two  alternatives  which  had 
been  refused  at  the  Rolls,  and  therefore  had  con- 
fined their  application  before  the  Lord  Chancellor 
to  one  alternative.  I  hold  it  to  be  upon  those 
grounds  perfectly  clear  that  the  Court  of  Chancenr 
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in  Ireland  was  acting  quite  rightly  in  not  allowing        1855. 
the  party  to  file  a  supplemental  bill. 

From  the  order  refusing  this  relief  this  appeal 
has  arisen.  Now  we  have  an  appeal  against 
—  what?  Not  an  appeal  against  the  order  re- 
fusing leave  to  go  in  and  prove,  but  to  file  a 
supplemental  bill ;  that  is  the  shape  of  the  case  as  it 
would  first  come  before  us,  and  observing  that  that 
was  not  likely  to  be  successful,  and  finding  that  it 
might  be  held,  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  been 
right  in  refusing  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  as 
conti*ary  to  the  course  of  proceeding ;  and  that  the 
decision  of  your  Lordships  might  be  in  affirmance 
of  this  refusal  of  leave  to  file  the  supplemental  bill, 
they  apply  now — for  what?  That  they  may  have 
the  benefit  of  the  suit,  and  file  a  bill  of  review, 
or  a  suit  alfter  the  decree  has  been  made,  which  is 
a  common  case  when  a  bill  is  dismissed,  because  if 
you  do  not  get  leave  to  file  another  you  are  met 
by  the  plea  of  that  decree,  and  therefore  they  wish 
to  avoid  the  difficulty  by  having  a  bill  of  review. 
They  feel  that  they  have  no  chance  with  respect 
to  the  supplemental  bill ;  that  the  Court  below 
^as  right  in  having  refused  to  give  that  unneces- 
sary leave — so  unnecessary,  that  if  this  order  was 
to  be  affirmed,  or  if  it  had  never  been  appealed  from, 
they  might  just  as  well  file  such  a  bill,  and  have 
made  an  application  for  any  benefit  under  the  suit 
incidental  to  the  supplemental  bill,  which  they 
might  have  filed  as  if  the  Court  had  given  them 
leave.  In  this  instance  that  being  the  case  they 
seem  to  have  amended  their  case,  and  to  have 
been  minded  to  retrace  the  steps  which  they  had 
^    taken  in  a  wrong  direction  in  Ireland,  and  instead 

^    of  making  the  application  here,  namely,  for  leave 
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1835.  to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  they  were  minded  to 
make  an  application,  such  as  that  which  they  bid 
made  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  but  not 
before  the  Chancellor,  namely,  for  leave  to  go  in 
and  prove  their  claims.  That  appears  to  haie 
been  the  course  which  they  adopted  here,  but  tbt 
is  not  the  course  in  which  we  can  carry  tba 
through ;  because  the  question  now  before  us  ii^ 
Has  or  has  not  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland 
well  decided  in  refusing  leave  to  file  a  supplemental 
bill?  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  Court  tf 
Chancery  rightly  refused  that  leave  in  the  «e 
before  us. 

The  case  has  been  very  ably  argued  by  Mr. 
Wigram  and  Mr.  Shadwell,  with  respect  to  reiK^ 
dying  the  suit  which  has  been  taken  on  the  otJMr 
side  of  the  water.  I  do  not  wish  to  be  understnod 
in  what  I  have  said,  as  by  any  means  encouraging 
them  to  file  a  supplemental  bill ;  for  aught  I  knot 
it  is  the  worst  thing  they  can  do.  Seventeei 
years  have  elapsed,  and  for  want  of  a  personal 
representative;  but  who  is  the  representative? 
The  Reverend  Henry  Monck.  He  took  out  letteo 
of  administration  in  1832:  I  asked  if  he  wascf 
age  in  1815 ;  but  he  is  an  old  man,  I  understand. 
The  marriage  was  in  1755,  and  the  eldest  son 
was  of  age  in  1777-  From  1777  to  1815  is  very 
nearly  40  years ;  it  is  very  likely  that  at  that  tine 
the  eldest  son,  being  of  age  in  1777»  (the  parent  in 
question  could  not  go  on  child-bearing  for  40 
years),  that  the  representative  might  be  of  mature 
age.  Then  why  was  there  no  representative?  h 
will  hardly  do  for  the  party  to  explain  tlie  lapse  d 
time  by  saying  there  was  no  personal  representative! 
for  he  might  have  been  personal   representative 
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during  any  one  of  those  periods,  and  he  did  not       1835. 
choose  to  make  himself  so. 

However  I  have  no  hesitation  in  recommending       _^ 
your  Lordships  to  affirm  the  decision  of  the  Court 
below,  and  to  affirm  it  with  costs  to  be  taxed ;  I 
suppose  the  costs  of  the  motion  were  given  below. 

Lord  Lyndhurst.  —  I  agree  with  the  noble  and 
learned  Lord  in  point  of  form,  and  I  recollect  that 
Mr.  Wigram,  in  his  opening,  was  extremely  desirous 
of  getting  rid  of  the  effect  of  the  decision  of  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  being  in  fact  a  confirmation  of 
the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  because 
he  thought  that  might  have  some  effect  upon  your 
Lordships'  decision,  and  he  therefore  took  occasion 
to  state  that  the  motions  stood  in  different  circum- 
stances, whereas  the  whole  scope  of  his  present 
argument  is  to  shew  that  they  are  the  same. 

With  respect  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  these  are 
items  in  a  general  account  In  the  year  1802,  the 
original  testator  died,  and  Henry  Monck  did  not 
die  till  1815.  There  were  thirteen  years  tiierefore 
in  which  Lady  Aram  in  ta  might  have  filed  a  bill  for  a 
general  account:  she  never  thought  proper  to  do  so; 
and  therefore  it  is  not  improbable  that  the  result 
of  that  general  account  would  not  have  been  ad- 
vantageous to  her. 

I  think,  therefore,  upon  the  whole,  that  the  decision 
of  your  Lordships  should  be  to  affirm  the  decision 
of  the  Court  below,  and  to  affirm  it  with  costs. 

Order  affirmed  with  costs. 
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IRELAND. 
(court  of  chancery.) 

The  Right  Hon.   James    Earl  of   1    jppeUani; 
Bandon        J      ^^ 

Richard  Henry  Hedges  Becher,  1  . 

pi  >  JtCespcinaCm* 

Bj  indenture  of  marriage  settlement  in  1740,  lands  in  Ireiaod 
were  conveyed  in  trust  for  John  Becher  for  life,  remainder  ti 
his  first  and  other  sons,  subject  to  a  term  of  99  yean,  m  trait 
to  raise  by  sale  or  mortgage  £5000  for  younger  cli]ldreB» 
in  such  shares  as  John  Becher  should  appoint.  In  ITSSi 
John  Becher,  upon  the  marriage  of  his  daughter  Jane  with 
O'Donovan,  appointed  ^2000,  which  was  settled  after  the 
death  of  0*Donovan  upon  the  younger  children  of  the  nar^ 
riage  as  he  should  appoint. 

In  January,  1768,  Richard,  eldest  son  of  John  Becher,  bor- 
rowed of  Richard  Wright  ^2300 ;  a  mortgage  was  madecf 
the  lands  in  settlement,  and  a  recovery  suffered  to  eove 
after  payment  of  the  mortgage  money  to  such  uses  as  Jdm 
and  Richard  Becher  should  appoint,  and  in  default,  Scc^  to 
the  uses  of  the  settlement  of  1740.  By  deed  executed  in 
September,  1768,  the  uses  were  declared  to  John  Becher  for 
life  ;  remainder  to  Richard  Becher  for  life  ;  remainder  Xo\bt 
first  and  other  sons  of  Richard,  in  strict  settlement,  with  a 
power  of  revocation. 

In  1769,  on  the  marriage  of  Richard  Becher,  a  term  of  500 
years  was  created  to  raise  5^5000,  portions  of  youoga 
children.  John  Becher  was  the  eldest  son  of  this  marriage, 
and  there  were  two  younger  children^  who  became  entitM 
to  the  ^5000. 

John  Becher  the  elder  died  in  1778,  having  by  his  will,  undff 
the  powers  of  the  settlement  of  1740,  appointed  £2000  to 
his  daughter  Elizabeth,  and  ^1000  to  his  son  Michael,  vbo 


AN  1740  a  deed  was  executed  on  the  marriage 
of  John  Becher,  the  Respondent's  great  grand- 
father, by  which  lands  in  the  county  of  Cork, 
then  subject  to  charges  by  way  of  mortgage,  were 
settled  and  limited  to  John  Becher  for  life,  and, 
subject  to  a  jointure  and  a  term  of  ninety-nine 
years,  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  John  Becher 
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died,  having  bequeathed  his  share  to  his  brother  Richard,         1835. 
who  on  his  second  marriage  settled  that  sum  on  the  younger 
children  of  the  marriage. 

O'Donovan  died  in  1778,  having  appointed  the  jf  2000  settled 
on  his  marriage  among  his  younger  children. 

In  1777»  Elizabeth  Becher  married  William  Evans,  and  in  1779 
they  filed  a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Ireland,  against 
Richard  Becher,  and  John,  his  son,  then  a  minor,  &c.,  pray- 
ing payment  of  the  sum  of  jf  2000,  or  that  the  lands  com- 
prised in  the  term  might  be  sold,  which  was  decreed.  In 
1781,  Richard  Wright  filed  a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
against  Richard  and  John  Becher  and  others,  praying  pay- 
ment of  the  mortgage  money,  &c.,  or  a  foreclosure  and 
sale,  which  was  decreed.  In  1785,  the  younger  children  of 
O'Donovan  filed  a  bill  in  the  Exchequer  against  John  and 
Richard  Becher  and  others,  praying  payment  of  the  jf  £000, 
or  a  sale^  which  was  decreed.  Under  the  decrees  in  these 
causes,  sales  were  effected,  in  which  the  lands  were  purchased 
in  trust  for,  and  conveyances  made  to,  James  Bernard.  He 
settled  the  lands  by  deed  in  1784,  and  died  in  1790,  having 
,  by  his  will  secured  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  his  son.  John 
Becher  died  in  the  lifetime  of  his  father,  Richard,  who  also 
died  in  1825.  In  1728,  R.  H.  H.,  the  son  of  John  Becher, 
filed  a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  charging 
,  collusion  and  irregularity  in  the  proceedings,  and  praying  a 
declaration  that  the  decrees  and  sales  in  the  Court  of  Exche- 
,qiier  were  fraudulently  obtained;  that  the  plaintiff  might 
redeem  on  payment  of  the  sums  paid  by  James  Bernard,  or 
that  he  might  be  compensated  out  of  his  assets,  which  latter 
relief  was  ordered  by  the  decree  and  issues  directed  as  to  the 
value  of  the  lands.    This  decree  was  affirmed  on  appeal. 


BAMOOM 

V. 
BCOniA. 


534f  CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE   OP   LORDS 

1835^  successively  in  tail  male.  The  trusts  of  the  term 
were  to  raise  upon  the  death  of  John  Becher 
5000/.  for  younger  children,  in  such  shares  as  John 
Becher  should  appoint.  The  issue  of  the  marriige 
were  Richard  Becher,  and  Michael,  Jane^  and 
Elizabeth  Becher. 

In  1763  Richard  Becher,  upon  the  marriage  of 
his  daughter  Jane  with  Daniel  O' Donovan,  and  io 
her  favour,  charged  the  lands  comprised  in  the 
term  with  2000/.  and  interest,  at  5  per  cent«,  which 
was  settled  upon  the  younger  children  of  the  mv- 
riage  as  O'Donovan  should  appoint.  In  176Sthe 
lands  comprised  in  the  settlement  of  1740  were 
mortgaged  for  23001.  to  R.  Wright,  by  John  and 
Richard  Becher,  who  covenanted  to  suffer  a  le- 
coveiy  of  the  lands,  to  enure  after  payment  of  the 
mortgage  to  such  uses  as  John  and  Richard  Becher 
should  appoint ;  and  they,  by  deed  executed  ii 
1768,  declared  the  uses  to  John  for  life,  remainder 
to  Richard  for  life,  remainder  to  the  first  and  othff 
sons  of  Richard  Becher  successively  in  tail  male, 
with  power  of  revocation. 

Upon  the  marriage  of  Richard  Becher  in  I769, 
by  a  deed  operating  as  a  revocation,  the  lands  were 
settled  according  to  the  uses  declared  in  the  pre- 
ceding deed,  and  a  term  was  created  for  raising 
5000/.  for  the  portions  of  younger  children.  The 
issue  of  this  marriage  were  John  Becher,  the  fa- 
ther of  the  Respondent,  and  Henry  and  Frances 
Becher,  who  became  entitled  to  the  5000/. 

John  Becher,  the  great  grandfather,  died  in  1778, 
having  by  his  will,  and  under  the  power  in  the  set- 
tlement of  174-0,  appointed  2000/.  to  his  daughter 
Elizabeth,  and  1000/.  to  his  son  Michael. 

Michael  Becher  died  in  1778,  having  by  to 
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will  bequeathed  1000/.,  his  appointed  share  of  the       1BS5. 

5000/.,  to  his  brother  Richard  Becher,  who,  upon 

a  second  marriage,   settled  the  1000/.  upon  the      ^• 

children  of  that  marriage,  and  that  sum  remained 

a  charge  upon  the  lands. 

In  1777  Elizabeth  Becher  married  William  Evans. 
Upon  the  death  of  John  Becher  the  elder,  Wil- 
liam Evans  and  his  wife  filed  a  bill  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  against  Richard  and  John  Becher,  the 
grandfather  and  father  of  the  Respondent,  and 
against  the  parties  interested  under,  and  the  sur- 
viving trustees  <^  the  terms  created  by  the  set^ 
tlements  of  1740f  and  1768,  and  1769f  praying 
payment  of  their  appointed  portion  of  2000^  with 
interest,  or  that  the  lands  for  the  remainder  of  the 
trust-term  of  ninety-nine  years  might  be  sold  for 
that  purpose.    Upon  this  bill,  after  answers  put  in, 
issue  joined,  a  decree  for  account,  and  report  of 
the  sum  due  to  the  Plaintifis,  it  was  ordered,  upon 
further  directions,  that  Richard  Becher  should,  in 
six  months,  pay  the  sum  reported  due  with  interest 
at  6  per  cent.,  or  in  default  that  the  lands  com- 
prised in  the  term  should  be  sold,  that  the  demand 
of  the  Plaintiffs  should  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds, 
and  the  remainder,  if  any,  paid  to  Richard  Becher. 

In  1781  a  bill  was  filed  in  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer by  Wright,  the  mortgagee,  against  Richard 
Becher,  tenant  for  life,  and  John  Becher,  the  Re- 
spondent's father,  issue  in  tail  in  remainder,  then  a 
minor,  and  against  Henry  Becher,  also  a  minor,  in 
whom  a  charge  upon  the  lands  by  way  of  mort^ 
gage  for  1000/.  paramount  the  settlement  of  1740 
had  vested,  and  other  parties,  praying  payment  of 
the  money  due  upon  the  mortgage,  or  in  default  a 
foreclosure  and  sale;  but  all  the  parties  except 
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1835. 


Richard  and  John  Becher  were  afterwards  stnick 
out  of  the  bill;  a  decree  was  taken  for  account, 
and  upon  report  of  what  was  due  to  the  Plaiotifi, 
it  was  ordered  that  Richard  and  John  Becher 
should  pay  the  amount,  with  interest  and  costsi  ib 
six  months,  or  in  default  that  the  lands  comprised 
in  the  settlement  of  1740  and  the  mortgage  deed 
should  be  sold  to  satisfy  the  mortgage,  and  tbe 
residue  paid  to  the  Defendants. 

Daniel  O' Donovan  died  in  1778»  havuig  by  his 
will  appointed  QOOOl.  to  his  younger  cbildreoi 
John,  Jane,  and  Helen  O'Donovan,  minors,  who 
by  their  next  friend  filed  a  bill  in  the  Exchequer 
in  1785,  against  Richard  Becher,  and  John,  the 
Respondent's  father,  who  was  a  minor,  and  othen 
interested  under  the  settlement  of  17^9  V^J^ 
payment  of  the  appointed  portion  of  2000^  with 
interest,  to  which  they  had  become  entitled  under 
the  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  their  father 
with  Jane  Becher,  or  in  default  that  the  same 
might  be  raised  by  sale  of  the  lands  for  the  residue 
of  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years ;  and  upon  decree 
for  account  and  report  of  what  was  due,  it  was 
ordered  that  the  lands  should  be  sold  and  the 
amount  paid,  and  the  remainder  of  the  produce 
paid  to  Richard  Becher  or  those  who  should  make 
a  title  to  the  purchaser. 

John  Becher,  the  Respondent's  father,  died  in 
1 820,  being  then  remainder-man  in  tail.  Richard 
Becher,  the  tenant  for  life,  died  in  1825.  Thomas 
Alleyn  became  the  personal  representative  of 
Richard  Becher  and  John  Becher  the  elder. 

Under  the  decrees  in  the  three  causes  sales 
were  made  of  the  lands,  which  were  purchas&i 
for  James  Bernard,  the  Appellant's   grandfather, 
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and  he  by  deed  in   1784,   settled  part  of  the       1835. 
lands  upon  his  son  Francis,  and  the  issue  of  the 
inarriage.      But  these  sales  were  afterwards  by 

'  order  of  the  Court  made  with  the  consent  of  James 
Bernard  set  aside ;  and  new  sales  effected  by  ar- 
rangement among  the  parties.    James  Bernard, 

,  w^o  became  Earl  of  Bandon,  upon  his  death  left 
Francis,  the  remainder-man  in  tail,  his  real  and  per- 
sonal representative,  John  Becher,  the  remainder- 
ipan  in  tail,  died  in  1820,  and  Richard,  the  tenant 
for.  life,  under  the  settlement  of  1769,  in  1825* 
In  1828,  the  Respondent  filed  a  bill  in  the  Court 

^ojf^  Chancery  in  Ireland  against  Francis  Earl  of 
Bandon,  Mary  Countess  of  Orkney  as  the  heiress- 
at-law  of  the  surviving  trustee  of  the  settlement  of 
I'fSif,  and  against  Thomas  Alleyne  as  the  personal 
jrepresentative  of  John  Becher  the  elder,  and  of 
Richard  Becher,  and  others. 

The  bill,  after  stating  (among  other  things)  the 
facts  hereinbefore  set  forth,  alleged  various  reason3 
yfhy  the  sales  ought  to  be  set  aside;  and  in 
particular  the  bill  alleged  that  a  judgment  which 
was  therein  alleged  to  have  been  confessed  in  the 
year  1714  for  securing  the  sum  of  300/.,  and  a 

.d^bt  of  1000/.,  secured  by  a  mortgage  in  fee  of 
certain,  of  the  hereditaments  comprised  in  the 
indenture  of  settlement  of  the  27th  of  March 
1740,  affected  the  said  hereditaments  prior  to  the 

iSaid  charges  secured  by  the  trust  term  of  ninety- 
nine  years ;  and  that  such  judgment  and  mortgage 
jdebt,  and  the  said  sum  of  1000/.  appointed  to 
Michael  Becher,  were  then  still  subsisting. 

The  bill  then  proceeded  to  state  the  case  as 
follows :  — 

That,  by  the  decree  in  the  cause  of   Wright  y, 
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1835.  Becker,  there  was  no  power  granted  to  the  officer 
of  the  Court  to  take  an  account  of  prior  incum- 
brances, or  to  sell  any  part  of  the  mortgaged 
premises  for  the  payment  of  the  prior  charges  due 
to  the  said  William  Evans  and  wife,  and  that  bjr 
reason  of  no  such  account  being  authorised,  and 
of  the  several  contrivances  thereinafter  alleged, 
Richard  Becher  was  enabled  to  receive  and  apply 
to  his  own  use  a  sum  of  1889A  13^.  9^/.,  as  thereio- 
afler  alleged,  in  consequence  of  some  secret  and 
underhand  agreement  entered  into  by  him  with 
James  Bernard. 

That  the  cause  of  Evans  and  fVife  v.  Becker 
was  collusively  prosecuted,  and  without  any  re^ 
gard  to  the  interests  of  the  said  John  Becher  the 
younger,  who  was,  pending  the  same  cause,  a  minor, 
and  did  not  attain  his  age  of  twenty-one  yean 
until  the  month  of  March  1793;  and  ijiat  Richard 
Eyre,  the  surviving  trustee  of  the  term  of  nine^- 
nine  years,  died  pending  the  said  cause,  and  the 
same  suit  was  never  revived  against  his  person^ 
representative ;  and  that,  although  John  Becher 
the  younger  was  a  minor,  no  proofs  were  made 
against  him  in  the  same  cause ;  and  by  the  final 
decree  in  that  cause,  any  surplus  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  sales  thereby  directed  to  be  made  was  or- 
dered to  be  paid  to  Richard  Becher,  the  tenant 
for  life. 

That  the  suit,  instituted  by  Richard-  Wright, 
was  in  fact  collusively  and  fraudulently  prosecuted 
by  the  said  James  Bernard,  who,  it  was  alleged, 
had  previously  purchased  up  the  mortgage  debt  of 
Richard  Wright,  and  was  the  real  Plaintiff,  and 
prosecuted  the  same  suit  by  an  attorney  of  his  own 
nolnination  ;    and  that  the  same  was  prosecuted 


BAVDOM 
BSCHSE. 


ON    APPEALS   AND    WRITS   OF    ERROR.  539 

without  any  regard  to  the  interests  of  John  Becher  1835. 
the  younger,  and  no  issue  was  ever  joined  therein 
against  any  of  the  Defendants  thereto,  and  no  _j^^ 
proofs  were  made  therein ;  and  that  no  day  was 
given  by  either  of  the  decrees  in  the  two  last-men- 
tioned causes  for  John  Becher  the  younger  to  show 
cause  against  the  same. 

That  Richard  Becher  was  a  person  of  very  ex- 
travagant habits;  and  that  he  not  only  neglected  to 
keep  down  the  interest  of  the  charges  upon  his 
property,  but  was  at  all  times  willing,  by  raising 
money  in  every  possible  way,  to  sacrifice  the  in- 
terests of  his  successors. 

That  James  Bernard,  when  the  said  decree  was 
pronounced,  resided  in  the  western  part  of  the 
county  of  Cork,  and  had  the  command  of  ready 
money  to  a  great  amount ;  was  much  engaged  in 
the  purchase  of  landed  property ;  was  particularly 
anxious  to  acquire  estates  in  the  western  part  of 
the  said  county;  was  a  person  of  great  shrewdness, 
and  had  been  long  conversant  in  various  branches 
of  business,  and  particularly  in  the  purchase  of 
landed  property  by  private  sale  and  under  decrees 
courts  of  equity. 

•  That  Richard  Becher  also  resided  in  the  western 
part  of  the  county  of  Cork,  and  that  a  close  inti- 
macy before  and  at  the  time  of  pronouncing  the 
last-mentioned  decrees  existed  between  them  ; 
that  James  Bernard  had  a  perfect  knowledge  of 
the  property  of  the  said  Richard  Becher  and  the 
particulars  of  his  title  thereto,  and  of  the  several 
incumbrances  and  suits  sifiecting  the  same. 

That  upon  the  decree  in  the  cause  of  Wright  v. 
JBecher  being  pronounced,  James  Bernard  entered 
into  a  scheme   with  Richard  Becher  to  get  into 
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1835.  possession  of  a  considerable  portion  of  the  Bedier 
family  property,  and  was  in  the  execution  of  such 
r^-^  scheme  greatly  facilitated  by  Stawell  Webb,  the 
solicitor  of  William  Evans  and  wife,  and  by 
Thomas  Barter,  the  solicitor  of  Richard  Wright; 
and  that  Stawell  Webb  and  Thomas  Barter  also 
acted  for  and  afterwards  became  the  confidential 
solicitors  of  James  Bernard,  and  James  Bernard 
was  thereby  and  by  collusive  biddings  and  sales 
under  the  same  decree  conducted  without  serving 
public  notice  and  without  competition,  enabled  to 
obtain  possession  of  thirteen  several  denominations 
at  a  price  not  equal  to  one-fourth  of  the  true  value 
thereof. 

That  the  Respondent  was  John  Becher  the 
younger's  eldest  son,  and  heir-at-law  and  hdr-io- 
tail-general  to  the  estates  in  the. several  deeds  of 
settlement  of  1740  and  I769. 

That  a  sale  was  made  under  the  decree  in  JVrigk 
V.  Becher,  on  the  17th  of  May  1783,  to  John  Tenr 
Morgan,  as  a  trustee  for  James  Bernard,  of  eleven  of 
the  said  denominations  for  the  sum  of  6450/.,  whici 
sale  was  set  aside  by  consent  on  the  21st  of  May 
1783,  and  also  the  several  other  sales  thereinbefore 
mentioned  in  the  two  causes  of  TVright  v.  Beckr 
and  Evans  v.  Bechevy  were  fraudulently  and  clan- 
destinely conducted ;  and  that  the   several  lani^ 
which  were  sold  thereat  were  chosen  for  that  pur- 
pose in  pursuance  of  the  alleged  scheme,  as  being 
the  best  and  most  valuable  of  the   Respondent*? 
estates,  and  were  sold  at  a  great  undervalue,  and 
without  due  notice  by  posting  or  advertisement; 
and  that  more  than  a  competent  part  thereof  fi^ 
satisfying  the  demands  of  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  tfo 
suits  were  sold  under  the  said  decrees. 
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That  Stawell  Webb  and  Robert  Reeves  carried  1835. 
on  their  profession  of  attorneys  in  partnership;  bamdow 
and  that  Stawell  Webb  was  in  the  cause  of  Evans  ^' 
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and  Wife  v.  Becker  the  attorney  of  the  Plaintiffs 
therein,  and  Robert  Reeves  the  attorney  for  John 
fiecher  the  younger,  Henry  Becher,  Thomas  Hun- 
gerford,  and  Richard  Townsend ;  and  that  Sta- 
well Webb  and  Robert  Reeves  were  the  attor- 
neys  for  James  Bernard  in  effecting  the  purchase 
on  the  17th  of  May  1783,  of  the  said  eleven  de- 
nominations ;  and  that  no  part  of  the  purchase 
money  was  ever  applied  to  the  liquidation  or  dis- 
charge of  the  demands  of  William  Evans  and  wife 
and  Richard  Wright ;  and  that  no  part  thereof  was 
ever  paid  into  Court ;  but  in  lieu  thereof  the  pro- 
missory notes  of  the  nominal  purchaser,  or  of  his 
substitute,  were  lodged  in  Court  by  the  consent  of 
the  agents  of  the  same  Plaintiffs,  which  agents,  it 
was  alleged,  were  in  fact  the  agents  of  James 
Bernard. 

-  That  a  considerable  sum  was  paid  by  James 
Bernard  to  Richard  Becher,  as  a  premium  or 
reward  for  consenting  to  the  said  sales. 

That  notwithstanding  the  order  of  the  S8tli  of 
May  1785,  the  lands  of  Cahirolickenny,  Maul- 
denny,  Rathcool,  Balteenoughtra,  and  Letterscan- 
Ian  were  never  again  set  up  to  be  sold,  but 
Francis  Earl  of  Bandon  had  ever  since  continued 
in  the  possession  or  receipts  of  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof. 

That  as  evidence  of  the  clandestine  and  private 
manner  in  which  the  sales  were  effected,  and,  as  it 
was  alleged,  with  a  view  to  conceal  them  from 
the  public,  and  thereby  prevent  any  adverse  bid- 
ding,  tlie  decree,  at  the  suit  of*  Evans  and  wife, 

00  3 


BAVDOir 
■ICMIE. 


5if2  CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE    OF    I.O&DS 

1835.  was  never  revived;  nor  was  any  proceeding  what- 
ever had  under  the  same,  between  the  l6th  of 
^•^_  November  1782,  when  the  same  decree  was  pro- 
nounced, and  the  order  of  the  28th  of  May  1785, 
which  would  render  necessary  a  renewal  of  the 
said  decree ;  nor  was  there  any  notice  whatsoever, 
by  advertisement  in  the  newspapers  or  otherwise^ 
of  the  said  sales,  whereby  John  Becher,  and  other 
persons,  would  have  had  an  opportunity  of  attend- 
ing the  same ;  and  had  a  fair  and  reasonable  notice 
been  given  of  the  said  sales,  numerous  biddoi 
would  have  attended  to  bid  for  the  said  lands,  aad 
their  full  value  have  been  procured. 

The  bill  further  alleged,  that  Francis  Eari  of 
Ban  don  never  obtained  any  grant  or  conveyance 
of  any  of  the  said  lands,  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
sales,  subsequently  to  the  28th  of  May  1785; 
and  that  he  had,  at  the  utmost,  only  considered 
himself  as  a  mortgagee  in  possession  of  the  said 
lands ;  and  that  James  Bernard  had  demised  the 
lands  comprised  in  the  deeds  of  July  and  Decem- 
ber 1783,  for  lives  renewable  for  ever,  to  one  John 
Connor,  at  a  considerable  yearly  rent,  and  had 
paid  the  representatives  of  John  Connor  a  con- 
siderable sum  of  money  for  a  surrender  of  the 
same  lease. 

That  Francis  Earl  of  Bandon  had  full  notice 
of  the  Respondent's  rights,  and  of  the  irregular 
and  collusive  manner  in  which  the  sales  were 
carried  on ;  and  that  all  the  grants  and  demises 
made  by  him  of  the  said  lands  were  expresly 
made  provided  his  own  interest  should  last  so 
long. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  said  several  sales  aad 
every  of  such  sales  so  made  of  the  said  lauds  on  the 
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2d  June  1783,  and  1 1th  June  1 785,  might  be  declared  1^35. 
to  be  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  Respond- 
ent; and  that  the  said  deeds  of  the  24th  of  July  _»• 
1783,  and  20th  of  December  1783,  might  be  de- 
clared fraudulent  and  void,  and  be  directed  to  be 
cancelled,  so  far  as  they  purported  to  be  absolute 
conveyances  of  the  said  several  lands  to  the  said 
James  Bernard ;  and  as  to  the  said  lands  of  Ca- 
hirolickenny,  Mauldenny,  Kathcool,  Balteenough- 
tra,  and  Letterscanlan,  that  the  said  sales  thereof 
so  made  on  the  2d  of  June  1783,  and  the  subse- 
quent conveyance  thereof  of  the  20th  of  Decem- 
ber 1783,  might  be  declared  to  be  a  sale  and 
conveyance  of  the  life  estate  only  of  the  said 
Richard  Becher  to  the  said-  James  Bernard,  and 
subject  to  the  several  charges  and  incumbrances 
still  due  thereon,  viz.  to  the  said  judgment  for 
300/.  so  alleged  to  have  been  obtained  in  1714, 
to  the  said  mortgage  for  1000/.,  to  the  said 
Michael  Becher's  proportion  of  the  said  charge  of 
5000/.  created  by  the  said  settlement  of  1740,  and 
to  a  charge  of  50001.  created  by  the  said  settle- 
ment of  the  9th  of  September  17^9;  and  that 
the  Respondent  might  be  decreed  to  have  been 
absolutely  entitled  thereto  on  the  death  of  the  said 
Richard  Becher,  and  to  be  then  entitled  thereto, 
and  to  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  since 
the  death  of  the  said  Richard  Becher  received, 
or  which  without  wilful  default  might  have  been 
received,  by  the  said  Francis  Earl  of  Bandon  ;  and 
that  as  to  the  said  lands  of  Bamitonicane,  Ra- 
touragh,  Keelbronoge,  Dunkelly,  Derrynalamane, 
Lassanaroe,  Ballyourane,  and  Ardentenant,  that 
the  said  several  sales  thereof  of  the  2d  of  June 
1783  and  the  11th  of  June  1785,  and   the  said 
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1835.  conveyance  thereof  of  the  24th  of  July  1788, 
might  be  decreed  to  be  of  no  other  or  greater 
^^^  effect  than  an  assignment  of  the  said  several  in- 
cumbrances affecting  the  same,  and  so  reported 
due  and  paid  to  the  several  Plaintifis  in  the  said 
respective  causes  of  William  Evans  and  Wife  against 
Becher>  and  Richard  Wright  against  Becher,  viz. 
the  sum  of  3001 /L  4^.  paid  to  the  said  William 
Evans,  and  the  sum  of  4108/.  5s.  paid  to  the  said 
Richard  Wright;  and  that  upon  and  since  the 
execution  of  the  said  deed  of  the  24th  of  July  1788, 
the  said  James  Bernard  might  be  decreed  to  be  a 
mortgagee  in  possession  of  the  said  last-mentioned 
eight  denominations  of  land,  and  bound  to  account 
for  the  rents,  issues,**  and  profits  thereof  in  dis- 
charge of  the  said  several  sums  of  3001/.  ifS.  and 
4108/.  5s.,  and  the  accruing  interest  thereon; 
and  that  an  account  might  be  directed  to  be  taken 
before  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  Court,  and  that  it 
might  be  thereby  ascertained  whether  any  and  what 
sum  is  now  due  to  the  said  Francis  Earl  of  Ban- 
don  on  the  foot  of  the  said  two  principal  sums  of 
3001/.  4fS.  and  4108/.  5s.  and  the  interest  thereof 
after  the  due  application  in  discharge  thereof  of 
the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  said  eight  last- 
mentioned  denominations  received,  or  which  with- 
out wilful  default  might  have  been  received,  by  the 
said  James  Bernard  and  the  said  Francis  Earl  of 
Bandon  respectively,  since  the  execution  of  the 
said  deed  of  the  24th  of  July  1783;  and  at  what 
time  the  said  two  principal  sums  were  in  such 
manner  paid  off  and  discharged ;  and  if  upon 
taking  such  account  it  should  be  reported  that 
any  balance  was  still  due  to  the  said  Earl  of 
Bandon,    that   the    Respondent,    upon   payment 
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thereof,  might  be  at  liberty  to  redeem  the  said  1835. 
several  last-mentioned  eight  denominations  of  land, 
and  be  restored  to  the  possession  thereof;  butif^ 
on  the  contrary,  it  should  appear  that  the  said 
several  principal  sums  of  3001/L45.  and4108/.55., 
and  the  accruing  interest  thereon,  had  been  paid 
off  and  satisfied  by  the  perception  of  the  said  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  as  aforesaid,  that  the  Respond- 
ient  might  be  decreed  to  have  been  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  said  eight  last-mentioned  de- 
nominations of  land  upon  the  death  of  his  said 
grandfather  Richard  Becher,  or  at  such  other  time 
since  then  as  the  said  two  principal  sums,  with 
interest  as  aforesaid,  should  appear  to  have  been 
discharged,  or  at  all  events  that  the  Respondent 
might  be  decreed  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the 
said  eight  last-mentioned  denominations  of  land 
upon  payment  of  the  said  several  principal  sums 
of  3001/.  4^.  and  4192/*  18^.  so  advanced  by  the 
said  James  Bernard  and  Francis  Earl  of  Bandon 
thereon ;  and  if  it  should  appear  to  the  Court 
that  by  reason  of  the  said  marriage  settlement  of 
the  13th  of  February  1784,  or  any  other  title  or 
defence  which  might  be  relied  on  by  the  said 
Francis  Earl  of  Bandon,  that  the  said  Francis  Earl 
of  Bandon  was  entitled  to  retain  the  possession  of 
the  said  lands,  or  any  parts  tliereof,  which  were 
conveyed  by  the  said  marriage  settlement,  then  that 
the  Respondent  might  be  decreed  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  the  said  lands  of  Ratourah  and  Let> 
terscanlan,  which  were  not  contained  in  the  said 
marriage  settlement  of  the  13th  of  February  1784, 
and  to  such  parts  of  the  sdd  lands  as  the  said 
James  Bernard  acquired  a  title  to  for  the  life  of 
the  said  Richard  Becher,  and  to  be  compensated 
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1835.^  for  the  Other  remaining  denominations  of  the  said 
lands  so  contained  in  the  said  marriage  settlement, 
or  such  parts  of  the  said  lands  as  could  not  be 
restored  to  the  Respondent,  out  of  the  assets  of  the 
said  James  Bernard;  and  for  that  purpose,  that  an 
account  might  be  taken  of  all  and  every  the  per- 
sonal estate  and  effects  of  the  said  James  Bernard, 
and  how  much  thereof  came  to  the  hands  of  the 
said  Francis  Earl  of  Ban  don,  and  in  what  manner 
he  had  disposed  of  the  same,  and  whether  any  and 
what  part  thereof  remained  still  unapplied  in  his 
Lordship's  hands ;  and  that  all  proper  and  neces- 
sary accounts  might  be  taken ;  and  that  pending 
that  suit  a  receiver  might  be  appointed  by  and 
under  the  direction  of  the  Court  to  collect  the 
rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  said  lands  and  pre- 
mises; that  the  said  Francis  Earl  of  Bandon  might 
bring  in  and  lodge  in  Court,  or  in  the  Bank  of  Ire- 
land to  the  credit  of  that  cause,  all  and  every  the 
title  deeds,  tenants'  leases,  and  other  documents 
and  writings  which  he  should  confess  to  have  in 
his  custody,  possession,  power,  or  procurement 

Francis  Earl  of  Bandon  by  his  answer  denied 
generally,  as  to  his  belief,  the  facts  alleged  in  the 
bill,  and  submitted  that  having  been  by  virtue  of 
the  said  purchases,  and  the  said  settlement  of  the 
13th  of  February  1784,  in  possession  and  receipt 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  lands  for  a 
period  of  upwards  of  forty  years,  he,  the  Defend- 
ant, was  entitled  to,  and  he  relied  on,  the  benefit 
of  the  statute  of  limitations,  as  fully  as  if  he  had 
pleaded  the  same  to  the  Respondent's  bill. 

On  the  26th  of  June  1832,  the  following  decree 
was  made  in  the  cause  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  of 
Ireland :  — 
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That  the  sale  of  the  lands  in  the  pleadings  1835. 
named,  to  James  Bernard,  in  1783,  1785,  and 
1787>  could  not  be  maintained,  the  sales  of  1783 
having  been  set  aside  with  his  consent,  and  the 
sales  of  1785  and  1787  having  been  effected  by 
private  arrangement,  under  colour  of  the  decrees 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  after  the  execution 
of  the  deed  of  February  1784,  which  disabled  the 
parties  to  the  said  sales  from  making  title  to  a  pur< 
chaser.  His  Lordship  directed  a  reference  to  the 
Master,  to  inquire  and  report  what  sums  were  paid 
by  the  said  James  Bernard  in  discharge  of  any  and 
what  demand  affecting  the  lands  purchased  by 
him;  and  in  taking  the  account  thereinafter  di- 
rected from  the  death  of  Richard  Becher,  the 
tenant  for  life,  that  the  Master  should  give  credit 
to  the  Defendant  for  the  sums  so  paid  by  the  said 
James  Bernard,  or  so  much  thereof  as  should  be 
found  unliquidated  at  the  death  of  the  said  tenant 
for  life  upon  the  accounts  thereinafter  directed, 
with  interest  upon  the  same  from  the  death  of  the 
said  tenant  for  life.  His  Lordship  declared  that  the 
said  James  Bernard  was  bound  in  like  manner  as 
Richard  Becher,  the  tenant  for  life,  would  have 
been,  if  he  had  continued  in  possession,  to  dis- 
charge the  arrear  of  interest,  and  to  keep  down 
the  accruing  interest  on  the  principal  sum  of 
SOOO/.  secured  to  Richard  Wright,  and  on  the 
charges  of  2000/.  and  2000/1  appointed  by  John 
Becher  to  his  daughters,  out  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  said  premises  alleged  to  have  been 
so  purchased  by  the  said  James  Bernard;  and 
directed  the  Master  to  inquire  and  report  whether 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  conveyed  to 
the  said  James  Bernard,  from  the  time  he  obtained 
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18S5.      possession  thereof,  were  adequate  to  pay  off  the 
*^^7^     arrears  of  interest  due  at  the  time  of  the  sales  on 
^'         the  incumbrances  mentioned  in  the  said  several 
decrees,  and  to  keep   down  the  interest  which 
accrued  on  the  said  incumbrances  in  the  life-time 
of  the  said  Richard  Becher,  the  tenant'  for  life; 
and  if  he  should  find  that  they  were  not  sufficient, 
that  he  should  report  the  balance  of  such  interest 
as    was   due  at   the  time   of  the   said    Richard 
Becher's  death.  His  Lordship  thereby  declared  that 
the  Plaintifi^  as  against  the  said  James  Bernard, 
on  the  decease  of  the  said  Richard  Becher,  the 
tenant  for  life,  became  entitled  in  fee  tail,  with 
immediate  reversion  in  fee  simple,  to  the  lands 
alleged  to  have  been  purchased  by  the  said  James 
Bernard,  which  are  comprised  in  the  settlement 
of  the  1 3th  of  February  1784,   executed  on  the 
marriage  of  Francis  late  Earl  of  Bandon,  subject 
only  to  the  principal  sums  which  should  be  found 
to  have  been  paid  by  the  said  James  Bernard,  and 
to  such  interest  thereon,  if  any,  as  should  be  found 
due   on   foot   thereof,    upon    the    taking   of  the 
accounts  therein  for  that  purpose  directed ;  and  in 
case  the  rents   and   profits  of  the  whole  of  the 
estates  conveyed  to  the  said  James  Bernard  should 
be  inadequate  to  discharge  all  the  interest  due  on 
the   said  incumbrances   at  the  time  of  the  said 
Richard  Becher's  death,  that  the  Master  should 
inquire  and  report  to  what  proportion  of  the  said 
principal  sums  or  either  of  them,  and  of  the  arrear 
of  interest,  if  any  should  be  found  due  thereon, 
the  lands  of  Letterscanlan  and  Ratouragh  severally 
and  respectively,  according  to  their  several  and 
respective  values  as  compared  with  the  value  of 
the  rest  of  the  said  premises  conveyed  to  the  said 
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James  Bernard,  ought  to  be  contributory,  and  that  18S5. 
he  should  report  distinctly  and  separately  as  to 
such  proportions.  And  inasmuch  as  the  Defendant  « 
James  Earl  of  Bandon,  the  personal  representative 
of  James  and  Francis  Bernard,  relied  on  his  title 
as  purchaser  of  the  lands  comprised  in  the  settle- 
ment of  the  13th  of  February  1784,  his  Lordship 
thereby  declared  the  Plaintiff  entitled  to  the  full 
value  of  such  of  the  said  lands  as  were  bound  by 
the  said  Francis  Earl  of  Bandon's  said  marriage 
settlement,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  assets  of  the  said 
James  Bernard,  after  deducting  thereout  the  ba^ 
lance  which  should  appear  due  for  principal  and 
interest  on  the  taking  of  the  said  accounts  therein- 
before directed ;  and  directed  the  Master  to  take 
an  account  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  said  James 
Bernard  at  the  time  of  his  death,  into  whose 
liands  the  same  came,  and  how  applied  ;  and  that 
such  personal  estate,  or  a  competent  part  thereof, 
should  be  applied  accordingly.-  And  the  said 
Francis  Bernard  having  by  his  answer  admitted 
assets  of  James  Bernard  sufficient  to  answer  the 
demands  of  the  Plaintiff,  his  Lordship  directed  an 
account  to  be  taken  of  the  assets  of  the  said 
Francis  Bernard,  and  also  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  whole  of  the  premises  alleged  to  have  been 
purchased  by  the  said  James  Bernard,  from  the 
death  of  the  said  Richard  Becher,  to  be  applied, 
first,  in  payment  of  the  arrears  of  interest,  if  any, 
and  the  accruing  interest  on  the  said  incumbrances, 
and  then  to  sink  the  principal  sums  thereby  se- 
cured :  that  the  said  directions,  as  to  Ratouragh, 
should  be  subject  and  without  prejudice  to  the 
inquiry  thereinafter  directed  in  relation  thereto. 
That  the  lands  of  Letterscanlan  and  Ratouragh 
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1835.  (if  the  said  lands  of  Ratouragh  should  not  be 
found  to  be  comprised  in  the  said  deed  of  settle- 
ment of  the  18th  of  February  178'^)  should  stand 
as  a  security  for  such  proportion  of  the  said  incum- 
brances, and  the  interest  thereon^  as  should  be 
found  to  affect  the  same  respectively;  and  ob 
payment  thereof,  that  the  same  should  be  restored 
to  Plaintifi)  and  an  injunction  issue  for  that  pur- 
pose. His  Lordship  further  directed  an  issue  to 
ascertain  the  value  of  an  estate  in  fee  tail,  vi& 
the  immediate  reversion  in  fee  simple^  of  such  of 
the  said  premises  as  were  comprised  in  the  said 
settlement,  and  to  ascertain  whether  Ratouragk 
was  comprised  or  passed  by  the  said  deed  of  setde* 
ment  of  the  13th  of  February  1784  ;  and  whether 
the  said  lands  were  a  sub-denomination  of  the 
lands  of  Barnitonicane ;  and  if  not,  that  an  in- 
junction should  issue  to  put  Plaintiff  into  posses- 
sion in  the  same  way  as  Letterscanlan.  And  be 
thereby  reserved  costs  and  further  directions. 

The  Appellant  having  presented  a  petition  rf 
rehearing,  the  cause  was  reheard  before  the  Lord 
Chancellor  of  Ireland  on  the  3d,  4th,  and  5th  daji 
of  December  1832,  and  on  the  14th  and  15th  of 
January  1833,  upon  which  rehearing  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  on  the  25th  of  May  1833,  aflinned 
his  said  decree  of  the  26th  of  June  1832. 

By  a  leading  order  of  the  25th  of  May  1833, 
made  in  this  cause,  it  was  ordered  that  the  Re- 
spondent should  commence  a  feigned  action  in 
his  Majesty's  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Ireland 
against  the  Appellant,  for  the  trial  by  a  special 
jury  in  the  county  of  Cork  of  the  following  issues; 
that  is  to  say  — 

First,  "  What  is  the  value  of  an   estate  in  fe 
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"  tail,  with  the  immediate  reversion  in  fee  simple,       ISS5. 

"  of  such  of  the  said  premises  in  the  pleadings 

"  mentioned  as  are  comprised  in  the  settlement  of       j^ 

"  the  13th  of  February  1784,  in  the  pleadings  also 

"  mentioned." 

Secondly,  "  Whether  the  lands  of  Ratouragh  in 
<'  the  pleadings  named  are  comprised  in  or  passed 
"  by  the  said  deed  of  settlement  of  the  13th  of 
"  February  1784." 

"  Thirdly,  "  Whether  the  said  lands  of  Ratou- 
'<  ragh  are  a  sub-denomination  of  the  lands  of 
"  Bamitonicane." 

And  the  Judges  before  whom  the  trial  should  be 
had  were  thereby  desired  to  certify  to  the  Court  of 
Chancery  the  verdict  that  should  be  given  thereon ; 
and  his  Lordship  reserved  all  further  directions 
until  the  return  of  the  Judges'  certificate,  where- 
on such  further  order  would  be  made  as  should 
be  fit. 

The  action  having  been  tried  on  the  14th  of 
August  1833,  Mr.  Justice  Vandeleur,  one  of  the 
'  Judges  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  made  his 
report,  dated  the  11th  of  November  1833,  and 
thereby  certified  that  after  hearing  the  proofs  and 
evidences  on  both  sides,  the  jury  returned  their 
verdicts  on  the  several  issues  in  manner  following; 
that  is  to  say — On  the  first  issue,  viz.  "  What  is  the 
**  value  of  an  estate  in  fee  tail,  with  the  immediate 
*•  reversion  in  fee  simple,  of  such  of  the  premises 
^<  in  the  pleadings  mentioned  as  are  comprised  in 
«*  the  settlement  of  the  13th  of  February  1784, 
<<  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  that  is  to  say." 

Then  followed  the  values  of  the  lands  found  by 
the  verdict,  the  leases  made  by  the  Becher  family^ 
and  the  rents  thereon,  concluding  thus :  — 
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18S5.  "  We  find  the  value  of  the  whole  of  the  lands  in 

the  pleadings  mentioned  to  be  nineteen  years' 
purchase. 

*'  And  on  the  issue,  whether  the  lands  of  Ratou- 
ragh  are  a  sub-denon)ination  of  the  lands  of  Baf- 
nitonicane  or  not,  we  cannot  agree. 

<<  And  on  the  issue,  whether  the  lands  of  Ratba- 
ragh  are  comprised  in  or  passed  by  the  deed'  of 
settlement  of  the  13th  of  February  1784,  we 
cannot  agree." 

By  an  order  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland, 
bearing  date  the  SOth  of  November  1833,  and 
made  in  this  cause  on  further  directions,  it  was 
ordered  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the  Master 
to  inquire  and  report  what  was  the  value  of  the 
several  leases  made  by  the  Becher  family  to  which 
the  said  lands  were  then  subject,  in  order  that  the 
same  might  be  deducted  from  the  value  of  the 
lands  calculated  at  nineteen  years'  purchase,  ac- 
cording to  the  yearly  value  at  the  then  present 
day ;  and  a  new  issue  was  directed  to  be  tried  as 
to  the  said  two  points  on  which  the  former  jury 
did  not  agree. 

On  pronouncing  the  decree  in  the  cause  the 
reasons  for  the  judgment  were  delivered  as  follows 
by  Lord  Plunket,  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland :  — 

'*In  this  case  I  regret  that  I  did  not  give  my 
judgment  when  the  facts  were  more  completely  in 
mv  recollection.  The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard 
on  pleadings  and  proofs.  The  bill  was  filed  in  the 
year  1828  against  the  late  Earl  of  Bandon,  and 
subsequently  revived  against  his  son,  complaining 
of  sales  which  had  been  made  under  decrees  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  and  seeking  that  they  should 
be  set  aside,  or,  in  the  alternative,  relief  in  beiiig 
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restored  to  the  estates,  or  to  have  compensation       ISSS. 
out  of  the  assets  of  James  Bernard.  bahdok 

The  facts  in  the  case,  so  far  as  they  are  material 
to  sustain  the  decree  which  I  am  about  to  pro- 
nounce, are  not  voluminous.  A  great  number 
of  facts  were  stated,  but  they  are  not  necessary  now 
to  be  adverted  to  for  the  purpose  of  the  Plaintiff's 
case. 

It  appears  that  in  the  year  1740  a  settlement  was 
entered  into,  under  which  John  Becher  became 
tenant  for  life,  with  a  power  of  charging  5000/.  for 
younger  children,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and 
other  sons,  subject  to  a  power  to  raise  these  charges, 
which  was  executed  by  him  ;  and  he  appointed  the 
sum  of  2000/.  each  to  his  two  daughters,  Mrs. 
Evans  and  Mrs.  O'Donovan ;  as  to  the  remaining 
1000/.  it  is  not  material  to  the  present  case,  but  it 
became  vested  in  Richard  Becher. 

Under  this  settlement  John  Becher,  being  tenant 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  Richard  Becher,  John 
and  Richard  executed  a  mortgage  for  3000/.  to  a 
person  named  Wright,  and  on  that  occasion  a 
recovery  was  suffered ;  and  in  the  deed  a  power 
of  revocation  is  given  to  John  and  Richard  to 
settle  it  to  other  uses ;  and  by  deed  of  17th  Sep- 
tember, 1768,  John  is  made  tenant  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  Richard  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
the  first  and  other  sons  of  Richard  in  tail ;  and  in 
the  year  I769,  in  pursuance,  a  settlement  was  ex- 
ecuted, and  the  estate  conveyed  to  John  for  life, 
-with  remainder  to  Richard  for  life  ;  and  the  second 
John,  son  of  Richard,  becomes  tenant  in  tail. 

In  1782  Richard  and  the  second  John,  being 
thus  seised,  a  bill  was  filed  in  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer on  behalf  of  Elizabeth  Evans,  to  raise  the 
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^835.  sum  of  2000/.,  and  a  decree  had,  and  a  report  ob- 
tained in  November,  1782,  ascertaining  the  sum 
due  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  decree  was  to  sell  the 
term  in  discharge  of  that  sum.  In  this  suit  it  ap- 
pears that  Stawell  Webb  was  the  attorney  for  the 
Plaintiff,  and  Mr.  R.  Reeves  attorney  for  the 
minor  John,  and  Dennis  for  his  father  Richard; 
and  a  sum  of  566/.  is  in  this  cause  ascertained  to 
be  due  for  interest,  and  interest  is  also  given  od 
the  consolidated  sum. 

A  second  bill  was  filed  in  May,  1782,  by  Wright, 
the  mortgagee.     In  that  suit  there  was  a  decree 
and  a  report  for  3583/.  2s.  7^^.,  and  there  is  as- 
certained to  be  due  for  interest  a  sum  of  583i 
This  decree  in  Wright's  cause  also  directed  the 
sale  of  the  fee  ;  in  Evans's  cause  it  was  for  the  sale 
of  the  term  ;  both  of  these  decrees  were  right  so  fiir. 
These  two  decrees  having  been  so  obtained,  three 
denominations   were   sold   to   one    Morgan,  who 
appears   to   have    purchased   in    trust    for  James 
Bernard,  the  father  of  the  Defendant :    the  sum 
for  which  they  w^ere  sold  was  950/. ;    and  on  the 
same  day  three  other  denominations   were  sold  to 
Morgan,   in  trust  for  James  Bernard,    for  a  sum 
of  850/.,  making  together  a  sum  of  1800/.;  and 
on  the  20th  of  December,    1783,   a    conveyance 
was  executed  to  James  Bernard.      Previous  to  the 
execution    of  this   conveyance   to   Bernard,  seven 
other    denominations  were    sold    to     Mor<^an  for 
7000/.,  also  in  trust  for  the  same  Jaraes  Bernard; 
these  sales  made  up  8800/.      There  was  due  in 
the   cause  of  Evans   3001/.   4^.,  in   the  cause  rf 
Wright  there  was  paid  3998/.  IC^.,    thus  making 
up  the  sum  paid  7000/.     With   reference  to  tie 
value  of  the  land,  it  is  said  that  this  sum  was  su£- 
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cient.     But  it  appears  that  the  sum  of  1800/.  was       1SS5. 
not  paid  by  Bernard  in  1783.     Yet  he  entered  into 

possession  of  all  the  lands  ;  and  being  in  possession       ^ 

of  them,  in  February,  178*,  he  executed  a  settle- 
ment on  the  marriage  of  his  son,  the  late  Lord 
Bandon,  of  all  these  denominations ;  and  this  deed 
was  registered  on  the  18th  of  May,  1784.  I  ob- 
serve  that  by  this  settlement,  so  executed,  the 
denominations  sold  for  1800/.,  and  for  which 
nothing  was  paid,  were  included  therein,  as  well 
as  those  sold  for  the  7000/. 

A  bill  was  then  filed  for  the  sale  of  the  remaining 
denominations  by  O'Donovan,  who  was  married 
to  the  second  daughter,  and  it  was  filed  by  Stawell 
Webb,  the  solicitor  who  was  concerned  in  re- 
covering the  charges  of  the  other  daughter ;  and  it 
was  a  proceeding  which,  I  must  say,  was  most  im- 
provident as  to  the  rights  of  his  client,  and  parti- 
cularly as  to  the  rights  of  the  minor.  Now  all  this 
appears  to  have  been  done  by  the  consent  of  the 
parties.  It  was  all  an  arrangement  amongst  them- 
selves, and  so  much  to  the  injury  of  the  minor 
that  he  now  looks  for  compensation. 

Underthesecircumstances  James  Bernard  entered 
into  a  consent  in  Wright's  and  the  other  cause  to 
set  aside  the  previous  sale,  in  order  to  have  a  new 
proceeding,  as  if  under  the  authority  of  the  Court, 
to  make  out  a  title  to  that  very  interest  which  in 
1784  he  had  included  in  the  settlement  which  he 
had  registered;  and  these  proceedings  were  in 
order,  as  he  hoped,  to  make  out  a  title  to  the  whole. 
Accordingly,  on  the  part  of  the  late  lord,  and  of 
the  present  lord,  the  original  proceedings  of  1783 
being  avoided,  and  proceedings  having  been  taken 
under  this  arrangement,  four  denominations  were 
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1835.       bought  of  the  thirteen  that  were  sold  in  Wright's 
cause  for  4092/.  10^.,  the  amount  of  Wright's  de- 
^  cree  being  4108/.  9^. ;  and  so  there  was  a  balance 

of  84/.  13^.,  which  was  paid  over  to  Richard 
Becher,  who  was  not  entitled  to  receive  it.  It 
appears  that  this  was  supposed  to  be  paid  by  Lord 
Bandon.  But  it  was  not  paid,  but  merely  has  a  re- 
ference to  the  proceedings  in  1783.  It  is  made  up 
by  a  receipt  given  by  Thomas  Barter,  the  attorney 
for  the  Plaintiff,  for  4108/.,  (3998/.,  he  had  received 
in  August,  1783) ;  and  thus  they  make  this  out  to 
be  a  satisfactory  proceeding  under  the  old  sale. 
On  the  same  day  four  other  denominations  are  sold 
for  3001/.,  the  amount  of  Evans's  demand.  Now 
the  sums  alleged  to  have  been  paid  in  1785  amount 
to  7200/.,  the  exact  amount  of  Evans's  and  Wright's 
demand,  the  sum  of  200/.  being  for  costs. 

Then  the  proceedings  in  the  O'Donovan  cause 
are  treated  in  a  similar  manner  by  Bernard.  In 
1787,  four  denominations  are  set  up,  and  the  two 
are  purchased  by  Bernard  for  a  sum  of  I6OO/.,  as  if 
it  was  an  effective  proceeding  in  the  O'Donovan 
cause ;  and  that  sum,  with  the  7200/.,  make  the 
sum  of  8800/.,  the  sum  originally  bid  for  the  thirteen 
denominations  of  land.  That  this  can  be  sustained 
as  a  proceeding  under  the  authority  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  is  quite  impossible  to  maintain.  I 
therefore  put  it  out  of  case. 

There  is  no  question  whether  this  Court  has  a 
right  or  not  to  interfere.  I  do  not  interfere  with 
any  decree  of  the  Exchequer;  the  proceedings  here 
were  abandoned,  and  they  got  up  a  new  proceed- 
ing to  have  it  believed  to  be  the  fair  proceeding  of 
this  Court.     But  it  is  quite  a  mockery. 

It  is  said  no  advantage  has  been  taken;  that  there 
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has  been  no  undervalue.  I  do  not  proceed  on  that  1835. 
ground ;  but  I  say  the  person  who  has  a  right  to  bandok 
the  protection  of  the  Court,  the  minor,  has  not 
received  it :  he  could  only  get  that  protection 
under  sales  conducted  openly  and  on  fair  compe- 
tition ;  but  I  have  as  convincing  evidence  as  could 
at  this  distance  of  time  be  produced,  that  the  sales 
were  not  had  in  that  way  in  which  the  highest 
value  could  be  got  for  the  lands. 

But  it  is  argued  that  this  is  but  a  formal  objec- 
tion, and  that  after  so  great  a  length  of  time  it 
should  not  be  noticed ;  the  bill  was  not  filed  till 
1828,  and  the  transactions  were  in  1785  and  1787  ; 
and  that  the  Court  should  not  at  such  a  distance 
of  time  interfere  on  a  mere  formal  objection ;  but 
it  is  more  than  a  formal  objection,  and  the  proceed- 
ings were  taken  in  the  first  year  that  could  be;  for 
it  appears,  first,  that  the  fee-simple  of  an  estate 
was  sold  in  payment  of  a  sum  charged  only  on  a 
term  ;  that  is  not  merely  an  error,  it  is  a  gross 
fraud.  It  is  said  that  this  was  an  advantage  to  the 
inheritance  ;  it  might  be  so  in  a  case  of  fair  com- 
petition in  the  sale.  There  is  then  a  decree  for 
a  sale  of  the  term,  and  the  same  money  paid  for 
the  fee  as  was  paid  for  the  term.  I  find  further, 
an  arrear  of  interest  in  this  transaction.  Evans's 
and  Wright's  mortgages  together  have  an  arrear 
of  interest  amounting  to  1600/.  I  don't  say  that 
that  is  an  error  which  could  affect  the  purchaser, 
but  I  allude  to  it  to  shew  the  unjust  way  in  which 
the  estates  were  sold  by  the  party  who  should  have 
protected  them.  Again,  part  of  the  purchase  money 
(a  small  part,  I  admit)  was  paid  to  the  tenant  for 
life,  who  had  no  kind  of  right  to  any  part  of  it 
Again,  when  one  sale  would  have  been  sufficient, 
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1835.  the  estate  is  put  to  the  expense  of  three.  And 
again,  in  1783,  when  five  denominations  are  sold 
for  1800/.,  that  sum  is  not  paid  ;  but  James*  Ber- 
nard enters  into  possession  of  these  five  denomina- 
tions, though  he  had  paid  nothing  for  them.  Again, 
the  interest  is  charged  to  the  year  1787  against 
the  parties.  And  further,  when  the  proceedings 
are  set  aside  in  1785,  they  are  set  aside  without 
costs  given  to  the  minor,  though  it  is  admitted 
they  were  quite  erroneous  as  to  him.  No  costs 
are  given  to  him,  but  the  costs  are  charged  against 
him.  And  further,  there  is  a  repetition  in  1785 
of  the  former  sales,  when  they  knew  there  was  a 
deed  under  which  they  could  not  make  title  ;  and 
interest  is  charged  to  a  time  when  it  ought  not  to 
have  been  charged.  Without  making  any  imput- 
ation on  the  moral  character  of  the  persons  engaged 
in  these  transactions,  I  must  say  that  they  appear 
to  have  been  in  the  view  of  a  Court  of  Equity  com- 
pletely  fraudulent,  and  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  only  difficulty  that  I  had  at  all  in  the  case 
was  the  length  of  time  which  had  passed  since  they 
occurred,  and  that  the  party  was  seeking  relief  on 
a  transaction  which  occurred  at  so  distant  a  period 
as  1785 ;  but  then  we  must  consider  that  John 
Becher  died  in  1778,  and  his  son  Richard  then 
became  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  John,  the 
father  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  tenant  in  tail.  Richard, 
who  was  tenant  for  life,  lived  until  1825,  and  there- 
fore the  remainder  did  not  vest  in  possession  until 
the  year  1825.  John  died  in  1820.  It  is  not  ma- 
terial, but  his  estate  never  vested  in  possession; 
but  the  title  of  the  present  Plaintiff  did  not  accrue 
till  1825,  and  the  bill  was  filed  in  1828  :  therefore, 
as  far  as  the  tenant  in  tail  is  concerned,  laches 
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cannot  be  imputed  to  him  ;  so  there  is  no  difficulty       18S5. 
in  that  part  of  the  case. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  existence  of  this 
estate  for  life  does  not  enable  the  tenant  in  tail  to 
proceed  to  impeach  these  proceedings,  nor  is  it 
competent  to  him  to  file  his  bill ;  but  I  am  relieved 
as  to  that  point  upon  the  facts  of  this  case.  If, 
this  was  a  bill  to  impeach  this  decree  for  fraud 
against  the  minor,  there  might  be  some  question 
whether  he,  being  merely  tenant  in  tail,  was  so  en- 
titled. I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  tenant 
in  tail  would  be  protected.  I  don't  know  whether 
there  is  any  authority  on  the  point. 

The  case  of  Giffard  v.  Hort^  has  been  adverted 
to,  but  I  cannot  find  that  this  point  was  decided 
in  Giffbrd  and  Hort.     It  was  argued  in  that  case 
in  the  Lords  that  Giffbrd  had  the  right.     I  don*t 
know  what  was  the  final  result.     I  am  told  that 
the  decree  in    the  Exchequer  was  reversed.      I 
believe  it  is  so ;  but  the  grounds  of  the  decision  in 
that  case  are  only  in  a  note  to  Messrs.  Schoales 
and  Lefroy's  Reports  before  Lord  Redesdale.  That 
report  of  these  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer I  cannot  consider  to  be  an  accurate  state- 
ment from  which  anything  is  to  be  deduced ;  for  it 
supposes  that  if  the  decision  is  unsustainable,  it  is 
only  on  the  ground  of  the  acts  between  the  parties 
making  it  appear  a  substantive  mortgage ;  but  the 
argument  is  of  no  avail.     I  recollect  the  argument 
in  that  case,  that  a  tenant  in  tail  might  file  a  bill  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  that  he  did 
not  do  so ;  but  it  was  answered  by  shewing  that 
laches  were  not  attributable ;  and  they  likened  the 
case  to  where  a  fine  is  levied  by  a  tenant  for  life^ 

*  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  386. 
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18S5.  and  the  reversioner  or  remainder-man  does  not  avail 
himself  of  the  forfeiture  ;  the  answer  is  given  to 
that  in  the  note,  which  says,  "  Tiie  case  of  a  fine 
"  is  quite  different,  for  the  party  could  not  make 
"  an  entry ; "  but  that  is  not  true,  for  there  is 
nothing  to  prevent  an  entry.  But  this  is  not  to 
decide  this  question ;  and  there  is  nothing  to  decide 
here  as  to  the  tenant  in  tail  being  bound  during 
the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life.  I  give  no  opinion 
upon  that. 

Again,  I  say  I  am  not  meddling  with  the  sales  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer.     I  consider  that  James 
Bernard  entered  into  these  lands  by  the  only  good 
title  he  had,  viz.  an  assignment  of  these  charges; 
and  then  the  question  is,  whether  there  is  power  to 
redeem.     The  diflBculty  in   a  mortgage    case  is* 
whether  the   tenant   in  tail  is  bound  to  redeem 
during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life ;  it  was  the 
opinion  of  Lord  Manners,  in  Blake  v.  Foster*,  that 
length  of  time  did  not  run  against  a  tenant  in  tail. 
It  is  said  that  that  was  overruled  in  the  Lords,  but 
there  is  no  report  of  any  such  decision  in  the  books. 
I  have  reason  to  know  that  the  decree  \vas  never 
reversed,  at  least  on  that  ground;    but  it  is  saidia 
some  of  the  text  writers  that  the  point  was  decided 
in  another  cause  ;  and   the    case  of  Harrison  v. 
HollhiSj  in  1  Simon  &  Stewart,  471*,  is  cited;  but 
that  case  is  not  to  be  considered  as  deciding  it 
The  marginal  note  goes  the  length  of  saying  that 
time  would  run  against  the  tenant  in   tail;  but  if 
we  look  into  the  case,  we  find  it  does  not  ^o  so  far. 
There   is  no   report   of  the  argument,  no  state- 
ment of  the  grounds  on  which  the  cause  was  de- 
cided ;  it  states  that  it  was  decreed  that  the  hill 

*  2  Ba.  &  Be.  387. 
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should  be  dismissed:  but  it  is  a  decree  where  ISSS. 
no  reasons  are  given,  but  merely  saying  that  ,akdoh 
the  bill  is  dismissed.     Is  that  a  decision  to  over-  ^' 

BXCHIE. 

rule  tlie   opinion  of  Lord  Manners,  in  Blake  v. 
Fostevy  and  the  very  sound  argument  he  made  in 
that  case?     It  is  said  it  would  be  inconvenient 
to  be  entangled  by  consequences  of  this  kind;  but 
if  he  wants  to  convert  it  into  an  indefeazible  estate, 
his  only  mode  of  doing  it  is  by  bill :  length  of  time 
may  give  him  a  right,  but  not  the  right  originally 
stipulated  for.      If  he  is   to  have  an  incidental 
right,  he  must  have  it  subject  to  the  same  difficul- 
ties any  one  else    would  have,  relying  only  on 
'the  length  of  time.     But  further,  in  this  case  the 
right  of  the  mortgagee  in  prejudice  of  the  remain- 
der-man, is  only  in  consequence  of  the  settlement 
here  being  of  an  equity  of  redemption.     The  case 
of  Price  v.  Copner,   in  1  Simon  &  Stewart,  347., 
-will  be  found  not  immaterial.     It  is  a  case  of  hus- 
band and  wife.     It  is  there  decided  that  she  and 
the  heirs  may  redeem  in  twenty  years  after  the 
death  of  the  husband.     Apply  that  to  the  present 
case.  I  have  already  mentioned  tlie  deed  by  which 
'the  mortgage  was  created;  there  was  a  revocation; 
and  being  by  the  same  deed,  this  is  not  a  settle- 
ment merely  of  the   equity  of  redemption,    but 
growing  out  of  the  same  deed  that  created  the 
mortgage ;  therefore  it  is  not  bound  by  this  case. 

Another  point  was  argued,  that  length  of  time 
should  not  run  till  the  remainder-man  had  notice 
of  the  fraud.  There  is  no  evidence  that  he  had 
any  notice  here ;  but  it  is  material  to  consider  that 
no  day  was  given  to  him,  as  a  minor,  to  shew 
cause ;  there  is  proof  on  his  side  that  he  had  not 
notice ;  he  is  deprived  of  notice  by  this  erroneous 
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18S5.  decree.  But  I  am  not  called  on  to  decide  this 
point.  Here  a  party  enters  into  possession  under 
a  mortgage  title,  and  taking  advantage  of  the 
embarrassments  of  the  tenant  for  life  ;  that  is  the 
point  on  which  I  found  my  decree.  From  1785 
every  person  deriving  from  Bernard  was  the 
person  to  keep  down  the  interest;  and  so  far v 
redemption  is  considered,  the  Plaintiff  puts  it  thtf 
he  is  not  bound  to  file  a  bill,  and  this  is  bone 
out  by  a  case  •  (I  forget  the  name  of  it)  in  Anstro. 
ther ;  the  decision  is  received  by  the  same  court 
which  first  made  it,  and  on  the  strength  of  tlut 
decision  I  found  my  decree. 

But  for  the  settlement  of  1784  all  would  be 
perfectly  clear.  I  think  it  is  conceded  by  tfce 
Plalntiflf*  that  the  present  Defendant,  to  protect 
himself  (as  the  Plaintiff  has  no  remedy  againstthe 
lands),  must  look  to  the  assets  of  James  BeniMi 
which  it  is  admitted  are  abundantly  sufficient; 
and  the  Plaintiff  is  satisfied  to  resort  to  the  assets 
instead  of  the  real  estates.  I  am  therefore  not 
called  on  to  say  any  thing  as  to  the  assets  of  Francis 
Earl  of  Randon. 

Now  1  believe  I  have  only  one  branch  of  the 
case  to  advert  to ;  and  that  is  as  to  the  two  deno- 
minations, Letterscanlan  and  Ratouragh.  It  i? 
admitted  that  as  to  Letterscanlan,  it  was  not  coia- 
prised  in  the  settlement  of  1784  ;  therefore,  i- 
to  this  denomination,  the  Plaintiff  has  reM 
The  question  whether  Ratouragh  was  or  wasnc 
comprised  in  the  settlement,  must  be  a  subject  o 
inquiry;  and  according  to  the  report  on  that  in 
quiry  I  will  give  reHef  as  to  that  denomination." 

•  Probably  Corbett  v.  Darker,  3  Anst.  755. 


ON   APPEALS   AND    WRITS   OF   ERROR.  563 

The  appeal  was  from  the  decree  of  the  26th  of      1885. 
June,  1832 ;  the  order  of  the  25th  of  May,  1833 ; 
the  order  of  the  25th  of  May,  1833,  and  the  order 
on  further  directions  of  the  30th  of  November,  1833. 

For  the  Appellant,  Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Pem^ 
her  ton.* 

Mr,  Tinney y  after  stating  the  case. — No  question 
was  raised  below  nor  any  evidence  adduced  to  shew 
that  the  lands  were  sold  at  an  under-value.  Here 
was  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant  that 
the  full  price  was  given.  The  lands  in  the  pos- 
sesion of  the  purchaser  cannot  be  reached.  The 
decree  is  for  damages  and  punishment;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  after  forty-five  years  have 
elapsed,  the  assets  of  James  Bernard  can  be  liable 
for  these  damages,  A  Court  of  Equity  cannot 
give  damages;  and  even  if  it  could,  the  price  given 
for  the  estate  was  the  full  price ;  therefore  no 
damages  are  due,  and  none  should  have  been 
given. 

Lord  Brougham.  —  The  question  arose  in  the 
Court  of  Exchequer;  it  is  set  aside  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  That,  I  believe,  is  your  first  objection. 
How  is  it  answered  ? 

Mr.  Tinney.  —  They  say,  for  one  ground,  that 
the  Appellant  assented  to  the  irregularity  of  setting 
aside  the  first  sale ;  but  he  could  not  assent,  for  he 
had  no  power  to  do  so.  The  Respondent  cannot 
proceed  without  setting  aside  the  proceedings  in 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,     In  the  judgment  of  the 

*  Lord  Brougham,  early  in  the  argument,  stated  the  incon- 
venience of  the  Appellant's  beginning  where  the  Respondent 
was  the  Plaintiff  below,  relying  on  a  case  of  fraud.  In  Small  v. 
Attmoody  he  said,  he  did  not  understand  the  case  till  after  three 
days  had  been  occupied  in  opening.  He  was  of  opinion  that 
the  Respondent  ought  to  begin* 
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1835.  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland  below,  he  says,  "Tliey 
"did  not  commit  any  moral  fraud,  but  they  got  up 
•;_  "a  series  of  sham  sales,"  But  the  purchaser  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  irregularities  in  the  proceed- 
ings. The  objections  to  the  decree  are  numerous. 
The  Court  of  Chancery  had  no  jurisdiction  tore* 
verse,  as  it  did  in  substance,  the  decree  of  the  Ex- 
chequer. As  to  damages,  if  any  could  be  given, 
it  should  only  have  been  for  so  much  loss  as  was 
created  by  the  difference  between  the  value  at  the 
date  of  the  transaction  and  the  price  given  upon 
the  sale;  the  present  value  of  the  lands  cannot  be 
the  measure  of  damage.  The  portions  must  then 
have  been  raised  by  sale  of  the  term.  The  obje^ 
tions  are  partly  formal,  and  partly  substantial.  Who 
is  the  party  injured  ?  Not  the  issue  in  tail,  but  the 
tenant  in  tail ;  the  party  who  could  have  acquired 
the  estate.  The  damage,  if  any,  was  sustained  hj 
John  Becher,  the  father  of  the  Plaintiff.  Another 
objection  arises  from  the  lapse  of  time.  A  tenant 
in  tail  in  remainder  is  barred  by  lapse  of  time 
after  an  act  which  destroys  the  settlement.  Here 
the  etate  tail  is  a  mere  equity  of  redemption, 
under  the  mortgagee  in  possession. 

In  Giffard  v.  Hort*^  Lord  Redesdale  states  his 
impression  that  the  decree  against  a  tenant  in 
tail  or  a  tenant  for  life  before  issue  would  bind 
the  remainder-man.  There  is  evidence  in  the 
suit  that  the  full  value  was  given  for  the  estate; 
and  as  to  the  alleged  irregularities,  in  Lfoy 
V.  Johnes\  there  were  far  greater  irregularities, 
but  it  was  held  that  they  did  not  affect  a  purchaser 

•  1  Scho.  &  Lef.  386.;  see  p.4r07. 

t  9  Ves.  37.     See  also  Curtis  v.  Price ^  12  Yes.  m. 
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under  a  decree.  The  sale  cannot  be  set  aside,  1835. 
unless  it  can  be  impeached  as  fraudulent.  No 
fraud  is  suggested,  but  that  the  solicitor  of  Ber- 
nard was  the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiff;  but  that 
rests  upon  suspicion,  not  proof.  It  is  an  accident ; 
there  is  no  evidence  of  connection  between  the 
parties.  The  omission  to  give  the  infant  a  day  to 
shew  cause  is  no  ground  for  setting  aside  the 
decree.  Bennett  v.  Hamill.*  A  decree  taken  by 
consent,  and  without  a  reference,  has  been  held  to 
bind  an  infant.  Wall  v.  Btcshbt/.f  The  same  doc-, 
trine  has  been  applied  in  the  case  of  a  decree 
against  a  Jeme  coverte,  for  the  sale  of  her  separate 
estate,  especially  after  lapse  of  time  and  acqui- 
escence. Burke  v.  Croshie.X  So  where  the  surplus' 
of  the  purchase  money  was  by  the  decree  directed 
to  be  paid  to  the  tenant  for  life.  Lightbitme  v. 
Swift. %  As  to  compensation,  if  any  be  due, 
it  must  belong  to  the  personal  estate  of  John 
Becher. 

The  claim,  if  otherwise  well  founded,  would  be 
excluded  by  lapse  of  time,  which  begins  to  run 
from  the  time  when  the  right  to  file  a  bill  occurred  j 
as  soon  as  a  right  of  entry  arose  upon  an  equitable 
estate  in  remainder,  though  unconnected  with  the. 
particular  estate.  Cholmondeley  v.  Clinton.  \\  This 
right  was  in  J.  Becher.  So  it  is  where  a  mortgagee 
enters  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life. 

.  .♦  2  Scho.  &  Lef.  566.  t  1  Bro.  C.  C.  484. 

X  1  Ba.  &  Be.  489.  j  2  Id.  207. 

"D  4  Bligh,  O.  S.  118.  See  Dillon  v.  Parker,  1  Swan.  3.59.,. 
JftC.  505.,  7  Bligh,  N.  S.  325. ;  Whalley  v.  Whallet/,  3  Bligh, 
O.  S.  1.;  Foster  v.  BlaJce,  4  Bligh,  O.  S.;  Bennett  v.  Co//<y, 
6  Sim.  181.  3  M.  &  K.  225.;  Salisbury  v.  Bagot,  2  Swali. 
603. ;  Kennedy  v.  Daly,  1  Scho.  &  Lef.  355. ;  Smith  v.  C/ay, 
3  B.  C.  C.  638.  note ;  Harrison  v.  HoUings,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  471. 
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18S5.  For  the  Respondent,  Mr.  Bickersieth  and  Mr. 

Jacob. 

The  sale  is  invalid  as  against  the  Respond- 
ent, on  the  ground  of  irregularity  in  the  pro- 
ceedings to  which  Bernard  was  a  party  or  privy, 
and  which  amount  to  fraud  in  equity.  If  the 
lands  cannot  be  reached,  the  value  must  be  an- 
swered out  of  his  assets.  The  value  of  the  estate 
is  to  be  taken  at  the  time  when  the  question  is 
raised,  upon  the  same  principle  as  in  cases  wfaeit 
stock  has  been  improperly  sold  out  the  party  most 
replaceit,orpay  the  value  at  the  time  of  the  demand. 
In  Wilson  v.  Moore,  the  wrongdoer  was  ordered 
to  replace  stock  at  an  advance  of  SO  per  cent 
The  party  injured  must  be  placed  in  the  same 
situation  as  if  no  wrong  had  been  done.  Bermeit 
\.  Colley.^  The  jurisdiction  is  clear.  The  Q)uit 
of  Chancery  does  not  reverse  the  decree  of  the 
Exchequer,  but  makes  an  independent  decree 
upon  a  distinct  ground,  viz.  fraud  upon  a  party  in- 
jured by  the  proceedings  in  that  decree. 

As  to  length  of  time,  the  bill  was  filed  shortly 
after  the  decease  of  the  tenant  for  life.  The  deeds 
were  valid  against  the  parties  who  executed  then; 
and  Bernard  and  t^ose  who  claimed  under  him 
were  in  possession  as  mortgagees,  and  stood  in  the 
right  of  the  tenant  for  life.  Those  characters 
being  united,  time  could  not  run  against  the 
remainder-man,  who  could  not  redeem  while  the 
tenant  for  life  was  in  existence.  Corbett  v.  J5ar- 
ker.\  Twenty  years*  adverse  possession  may  bar 
a  claim,  not  so  where  the  possession  is  consist- 
ent  with  the  title.    Ravald  \.  RusseU.X     The  te- 

»  5  Sim.  181,  f  3  Anstr.  551.  J  Young,  9. 
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nant  for  life  has  the  first  option  to  redeem.  So  18S5. 
in  the  case  of  fraud ;  time  does  not  begin  to  run 
until  the  fraud  is  discovered,  and  here  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  fraud  was  discovered  before 
the  filing  of  the  bill.  The  bar  of  twenty  years 
rests  upon  the  principle  of  adverse  possession, 
which  cannot  be  where  the  title  of  the  party 
possessing  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  claimant.  In 
Gore  V.  Stackpoole^^  the  right  of  a  remainder-man 
was  established  after  a  lapse  of  sixty-three  years, 
because  he  could  not  proceed  during  the  interest 
of  the  tenant  for  life.  Whalky  v.  Whalley  was  not 
a  bill  by  a  reversioner  against  a  party  in  possession, 
but  to  set  aside  a  deed  alleged  to  have  been  obtained 
by  fraud,  and  which  might  have  been  enforced 
'withintwentyyearsafterthefraud  discovered.  Ben^ 
nett  V.  CoUey  shews  that  time  does  not  run  until  the 
party  has  full  and  efficient  remedy.  In  this  case 
BO  right  accrued  until  the  death  of  the  father. 


Lord  Brougham.  —  This  case,  which  has  been  August  1. 
argued  at  very  great  length, — but  of  the  length  of 
-which  argument  I  certainly  have  no  reason  to  com- 
plain, and  I  do  not  intend  to  offer  any  complaint 
upon  it  on  account  of  the  importance  of  the  prin- 
ciple involved  in  the  decision,  and  on  account  of 
the  great  amount  of  property  which  is  at  stake, — is 
now  ripe  for  your  Lordships'  disposal ;  but  when 
a  decree  has  been  pronounced  by  a  Judge  of  the 
great  learning,  experience,  and  talent  which  is 
possessed  by  my  noble  friend,  the  present  Chan- 
cellor for  Ireland,  after  a  very  ample  discussion 
before  him,  and  after  the  very  great  pains  bestowed 
by  him,  and  more  especially  when  that  judgment 

*  1  Dow.  18*  and  MS*  Cases. 
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18S5.  is  fortified  by  the  able,  and  I  will  say,  in  all  but 
one  particular,  the  elaborate  reasoning  upon  which 
fj,.  it  is  grounded,  and  by  which  it  is  prefaced,  it  be- 
comes a  very  anxious  matter  for  any  one  who  has 
to  decide  in  this  court  of  last  resort  on  appeal,  to 
apply  his  mind  to  the  consideration  of  the  judg- 
ment in  a  cause  so  argued,  and  a  judgment  so  weS 
considered  and  so  fully  reasoned. 

In  such  a  case  the  probabilities  are  always  io 
favour  of  the  soundness  of  the  view  which  his 
been  taken  by  the  Judge,  rather  than  against  it 
The  feeling  (if  a  judge  can  feel  inclination)  roust 
always  be  against  reversing  the  decision,  or  even 
in  any  material  respect  altering  it ;  but  neverth^ 
less  it  is  the  duty  of  your  Lordships,  and  especially 
of  those  members  of  your  house  who  profess  to 
apply  themselves  to  these  matters,  to  have  no  re- 
gard to  the  authority  of  the  person  pronouodog 
the  decree  below,  or  to  the  apparent  pains  takes 
with  that  decree.  They  will  discharge  that  duty 
without  respect  to  any  thing  but  the  reasons  upon 
which  the  merits  of  the  case  of  which  thev  are  to 
dispose  should  proceed. 

Upon  these  views,  and  under  the  guidance  ot 
this  feeling,  and  no  other,  it  is  that  I  have  now 
to  apply  my  mind  in  the  best  way  I  can  to  the 
decision  of  the  question ;  and,  regarding  the  im- 
portance of  the  matter  discussed  —  regarding  those 
one  or  two  points  upon  which  I  do  not  feel  satis- 
fied— and  regarding  also  the  stake,  independent  of 
the  respect  which  I  entertain  for  the  jurisdiction 
in  which  the  matter  was  instituted,  I  shall  request 
time  before  I  make  up  my  mind.  In  the  present 
stage  I  propose  to  throw  out  one  or  two  observe 
tions,  which  will  dispose  at  least  of  some  portion  of 
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the  case.  The  first  ground  of  appeal,  as  to  the  18S5. 
jurisdiction,  was  abandoned  by  Mr.  Pemberton, 
but  for  the  sake  of  argument,  and  no  more ;  it  was  y 
laid  out  of  view,  in  order  to  arrive  at  what  was 
said  to  be  sufficient  ground  for  supporting  his 
appeal.  This  part  of  the  argument  assumes  the 
appearance  of  form ;  though  I  agree  with  Mr. 
Tinney,  if  well  grounded,  it  disposes  of  the  whole 
question,  and  therefore  can  hardly  be  said  to  be 
form,  for  it  rather  goes  to  the  whole  substance  of 
the  case,  if  well  founded  at  all,  than  to  any  error 
in  mere  form.  It  is  said  that  the  whole  of  this 
proceeding  springs  from  the  decree  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  in  Ireland.  It  is  contended  that  a 
decree  pronounced  by  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction between  parties  legally  and  formally  be- 
fore it,  in  a  matter  of  which  it  has  a  title  to  take 
cognisance,  cannot  be  questioned  in  another  court 
of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction,  that  is  to  say,  the  Court 
of  Chancery  has  no  power  to  be  canvassing  a  suit 
which  has  been  decided  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 
That  is  a  general  proposition  to  which  I  assent  under 
ordinary  circumstances.  On  the  other  hand,  as  it 
was  argued,  the  proposition  must  be  qualified  in 
this  respect,  that  you  may  object  to  the  validity  of 
the  decree  in  the  other  court,  provided  it  was  pro- 
nounced through  fraud,  through  contrivance,  or 
through  covin  of  any  description  ;  if  it  was  a 
mode  of  proceeding  not  real  and  substantial,  but 
collusive  and  fraudulent,  a  specious  suit  only  be- 
tween the  parties  who  were  not  really  adverse  par- 
ties,  or  who  had  no  right  to  present  themselves  as 
standing  in  foro  as  parties  to  the  suit.  This  is  a 
proposition  as  undeniable  as  the  former ;  it  is  not 
less  true  than  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  has  no 
VOL.  IX.  Q  a 
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1835.  right  to  review  the  decrees  of  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer, or  the  Court  of  Exchequer  to  review  the  de- 
crees  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  or  any  court  of 
co-ordinate  jurisdiction  to  interfere  with  another 
court;  and  nothing  but  your  Lordships*  house, 
which  is  the  court  of  last  resort,  can  give  redress 
under  an  appeal  from  an  inferior  court.  In  co- 
ordinate courts  there  can  be  no  review  at  all.  But 
if  the  decree  has  been  obtained  by  fraud ;  if  the 
whole  suit  has  been  concocted  from  the  beginning 
to  the  end  in  fraud,  that  decree  shall  avail  nothing 
for  the  party  obtaining  it  in  the  further  prosecution 
of  his  claims,  and  it  shall  avail  nothing  against  the 
party  affected  by  it,  and  against  whom  it  was  set 
up,  to  the  defeating  of  his  right,  to  the  destruction 
of  his  property,  or  to  stay  the  prosecution  of  the 
claim  against  those  who  have  so  done.  For  these 
propositions  there  is  undoubted  law,  recognised  in 
daily  practice,  and  not  only  undeniable,  but  they 
exist  independently  one  of  the  other,  and  stand  to- 
gether consistently.  1  need  not  remind  your  Lord- 
ships of  the  manner  in  which  the  second  of  these 
propositions  has  been  argued,  of  the  solemnity 
with  which  it  was  decided  in  this  house,  or  rather 
in  the  adjoining  chamber  of  this  house,  in  West- 
minster hall,  in  a  case*  that  was  elaborately  argued 
before  a  competent  judicature.  A  suit  was  brought 
in  the  Court  of  Arches  for  dissolving  a  marriage, 
and  a  sentence  pronounced.  It  was  argued  that 
nobody  could  controvert  that  sentence,  which  sen- 
tence was  alleged  to  be  binding  every  where.  On 
the  other  hand  it  was  argued  by  Mr.  Wedderburne 
that  you  could  make  no  binding  decree  but  in  a 
real  suit,  between  parties  really  adverse,  and  when 

*  Duchess  of  KingstoD's  case,  State  Trials,  vol.  ii.  p.  262^ 
Dom.  Proc.  16  Geo.  3. 
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there  was  a  real  subject  matter,  and  by  a  court  ISSB. 
legally  deciding  upon  that  subject  matter,  and  if 
it  has  not  all  these  qualifications  it  is  no  decree ; 
that  was  the  substance  of  the  argument.  It 
was  argued  by  counsel,  both  from  the  civil  and 
common  law  bar,  and  so  determined  by  the  tlien 
Lord  Chancellor,  with  the  assistance  of  all  the 
Judges  of  the  other  courts.  This  was  only  declar- 
atory, and  not  creative  of  the  law.  It  was  the 
settled  law,  recognised  by  the  highest  authority. 
Upon  the  whole  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case  falls, 
to  a  certain  degree,  within  that  description  of  cases. 
The  argument  is,  that  this  is  an  attempt  to  set  up 
the  Court  of  Chancery  in  judgment  upon  the  Court 
of  Exchequer ;  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  was  so 
far  bound  by  what  passed  in  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer, as  to  have  no  right  to  give  the  party  seeking 
relief  there  that  relief  which  he  sought ;  that  it 
has  no  right  to  assume  jurisdiction  upon  an  error  in 
the  Court  of  Exchequer.  But  it  is  not  an  irregu- 
larity, it  is  not  an  error  in  substance  which  was 
complained  of.  It  is  because  the  whole  proceeding 
was  collusive,  and  mixed  up  with  fraud  from  the 
beginning  to  the  end;  it  cannot  be  taken  to  be  a 
proceeding  leading  to  a  judgment,  consequently  all 
that  was  done  in  the  Exchequer  must  be  passed  by 
as  nothing.  This  brings  me  to  the  consideration  of 
the  other  point  which  was  taken  in  argument ;  and 
here  I  think,  upon  two  grounds,  it  will  be  necessary 
for  me  to  take  time  for  further  consideration. 
Those  two  grounds  are,  first,  in  what  manner  the 
compensation  alleged  to  be  due  ought  to  be 
awarded ;  and  secondly,  what  is  the  importance  of 
the  length  of  time  which  has  been  suffered  to  elapse. 
Upon  these  grounds  it  is  that  I  wish  to  have  the 
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l?^!      opportunity   of  somewhat  further  consideration; 
whatever  the  inclination  of  my  opinion  may  be,  I, 
at   all  events,   cannot  discover  the  reasons  upon 
which  it  was   disposed  of  in  the  way    in    which 
it   has    been    disposed    of  by    the    noble   Judge 
who  decided  it  in  the  court  below :  he  comes  to 
these   points   suddenly  at  the   conclusion   of  bis 
judgment;    he   does   not    explain   or    argue    the 
points;    he  makes  a  sudden  transition   from  the 
former  part  of  the  case  and  the  exposition  of  the 
argument  to  the  conclusion ;  and  without  stating 
exactly   whereupon   the   conclusion   rests  —  upon 
the  subject  of  the  time  that  intervened  which  is 
material  to  that  conclusion  in  the  judgment,  he  sajs 
nothing,  but  he  pronounces  on  the  fact  with  re- 
spect to  the  mode  of  giving  compensation.    There 
is  some  lapse  in  his  judgment,  there  is  no  con- 
tinuity :  he  only  says    "  for  these  reasons  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  should  have  the  relief  be 
prays;"  he  cannot  quite  accurately  say  '«  for  these 
reasons"  he  is  entitled  to  this  specific  relief;  for  the 
reasons,  though  they  would  relate  to  the  thing,  they 
do  not  lead  to  this  particular  relief  rather  than  to 
the  other :    that  is   the  hiatus  in    the  reasoning, 
otherwise  accurate,  as  might  be  expected  from  the 
high  source  from  which  it  came.    It  is  for  the  pur- 
pose of  considering  what  the  reasoning  mav  have 
been  that  I  wish  for  further  time,  lamenting  as  1 
do   that   there    is   this   hiatus   in    the    reasoning. 
Tliat  is  the  first  subject  to  which  I  shall  direct  my 
attention.      If  the  reasons  were  not  detailed  there 
is  no  doubt  they  existed,  and  if  the  matter  is  not 
quite  clear  before  us,  yet  it  may  be  sufficiently  so  to 
support  this  judgment.    Upon  the  important  cir- 
cumstance of  time  I  confess  I  lean  very  much  ifl 
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favor  of  the  argument  of  the  Respondent,  but       1835. 

upon  that  I  think  it  is  necessary  with  other  points 

in  this  case  to  take  further  time  for  consideration.  »• 
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Lord  Brougham.  —  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  Sep.  5. 
decree  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland.  It  in- 
volved two  points,  on  one  of  which  I  had  no  doubt, 
the  other  I  requested  time  to  consider.  I  have 
considered  the  question,  and  I  have  had  some  com- 
munication  with  my  noble  and  learned  friend,  on 
account  of  his  not  having  given  the  reasons  for  the 
judgment,  as  applying  to  one  branch  of  the  case. 
He  stated  the  reason  why  the  case  should  be  decided 
in  one  way,  and  why  it  should  go  in  favor  of  one 
party,  but  upon  one  branch,  which  was  argued 
why  it  should  go  in  favor  of  one  party,  in  one  mode 
rather  than  another,  undoubtedly  the  learned  judge 
did  not  give  his  reason.  I  formed  a  conjecture 
ivhat  his  reason  was,  and  on  conversing  with  my 
noble  and  learned  friend,  I  found  that  to  be  the 
reason  operating  on  his  mind.  He  had  a  distinct 
recollection  of  the  case :  it  was  a  case  on  which  he 
had  taken  very  great  pains  ;  and  I  found  on  con- 
sulting him  that  he  had  proceeded  on  the  same 
reasons  which  had  occurred  to  me,  not  knowing 
my  view  of  it.  He  had  taken  the  same  view  I 
have  taken. 

I  do  not  mean  to  say  the  case  is  without  diffi- 
culty, in  any  view  I  can  take  of  that  branch  of  the 
case  on  which  the  reason  was  not  expressed.  At 
the  same  time  I  have  not  so  clear  and  strong  an 
opinion  as  would  justify  me  in  recommending  to 
your  Lordships  to  reverse.  I  feel  bound  therefore 
to  proceed  upon  the  ground  on  which  the  Courts 
proceed  in  other  cases,  in  giving  their  decision  on 
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1835.  an  appeal,  where  they  do  not  see  sufficient  reason 
to  object  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below.  In 
the  case  of  every  appeal  from  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  or  the  Vice-Chancellor,  or  on  ultimate  appeal 
from  either  of  these  Courts,  if  the  matter  should 
nearly  balance  on  some  point  of  fact,  and,  in  some 
instances,  on  points  of  law,  unless  we  see  a  verjr 
strong  ground,  and  are  very  confident  that  the 
judgment  below  is  wrong,  we  ought  not  to  reverse 
it:  that  is  the  principle  on  which  your  Lordships 
uniformly  act,  and  it  is  a  very  sound  and  judicious 
principle.  Without  going  further  into  the  case,  I 
move  your  Lordships  that  the  judgment  be  affirmed, 
but  evidently  it  follows  from  that  which  I  have 
stated,  that  no  costs  ought  to  be  given. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


On  the  several  points  in  this  case,  in  addition  to  the  authori- 
ties in  the  text,  see  Bicknell  v.  Goughy  3  Atk.  577. ;  Carewi. 
Johnson f  2  Scho.  &  Lef.  280. ;  Bennet  v.  HamiUy  Id.  577.; 
Colclough  V.  Steruniy  3  Bli.  O.  S.,  185.  189- ;  Gore  v.  Stackpode, 

1  Dow,  SO.  51.,  &  MS.  Cases;  v.  Crosbie,  1  Ba.&Be. 

501. ;  0' Brian  v.  Greeson,  2  Ba.  &  Be.  323. ;   12  Ves.  j. ;  3  Au. 
64. ;  3  Meriv.  21 1.  ;  as  to  the  protection  of  a  purchaser  under 
a  decree,  and  how  far  he  is  affected  by  intermeddling  in  a 
suit :  Fletcher  v.  Toilette  5  Ves.  3. ;  Lightbourne  v.  Svcift^  2  Ba. 
&  Be.  210.;  B.  C.  C.  488.;    ScoU  v.  Dunbar,   Molloy,  446. 
Kemp  V.  fVestbrook,  1  Ves.  sen.  278. ;  Hovendon  v.  Lord  Anna 
ley^  2  Scho.  &  Lef.  634. ;    on  acquiescence  and  lapse  of  time 
Cann  v.   Cann,   1   Vern.  480.;    Todd  v.   Gee^    17   Ves.  27S. 
Gxvillim  v.  Stone,  14  Id.  128. ;  Denton  v.  Stexvart,  1  Cox,  258. 
as  to  decree  for  damages,  2  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  303. ;  Jacob,  632. 

2  Cox,  386.;  1  Atk.  48.;  as  to  day  to  be  given  to  minor 
Lansdotvn  v.  Beauman,  Molloy's  Rep.;  Mullins  v.  Tomnmd 
5  Bli.  N.  S.  567. 
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ENGLAND. 

(court    OF    CHANCERY.) 

The  Honourable  Robert  King       -    Appellant; 
Thomas  Hamlet  ...        -    Respondent. 

K.,  a  young  man  about  twenty-four  years  of  age,  having  under 
a  settlement  an  annuity  of  800/.  during  the  joint  lives  of 
himself  and  his  father,  and  a  life  estate  in  remainder,  subject 
to  his  father's  life  estate  in  lands  comprised  in  the  settlement, 
entered  into  a  negotiation  with  H.,  a  silversmith  and  jeweller, 
to  effect  a  loan  of  £5000^  which  H.  declined,  but  offered  to 
sell  him  goods,  which  was  done  accordingly,  K.  selecting 
plate,  jewels,  trinkets,  &c.  out  of  the  shop  of  H.,  at  the  shop 
prices  marked  upon  them,  to  the  amount  of  ^8000 ;  to  secure 
the  repayment  of  which  sum  with  interest  at  £5  per  cent, 
from  the  date  of  the  transaction,  a  mortgage  was  executed 
by  K.  of  his  life  interest  in  remainder  with  a  covenant  to  in- 
sure his  life.  H.  in  his  mortgage  was  described  as  of  C. 
Square,  Esquire,  and  the  consideration  was  stated  to  be  for  a 
debt  owing  by  K.  to  H.:  as  collateral  security  warrants  of 
attorney,  to  enter  up  judgment  in  England  and  Ireland, 
were  executed,  and  judgments  entered  up  accordingly.  A 
promissory  note  for  the  amount  was  also  signed  by  K.,  in 
which  the  consideration  was  stated  to  be  goods  sold  and 
delivered.  Pending  the  treaty  K.  had  sold  or  charged  his 
annuity  to  the  full  amount,  and  then  had  no  other  present 
income. 

The  goods  were  not  delivered  until  about  four  months  after  the 
selection,  to  give  time  for  registering  the  mortgage  in  Ireland. 

Upon  the  delivery  of  the  goods  K.  placed  them  in  the  hands 
of  R.  an  auctioneer,  to  secure  the  repayment  of  £2500 
borrowed,  with  power  to  R.  to  sell  by  auction  in  default  of 
repayment. 

Before  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  L.  the  father  of  K.  was 
informed  of  some  transaction  of  loan  pending  between  his  son 
and  H.  and  the  solicitors  of  L.  who,  on  that  occasion,  acted  as 
the  solicitors  of  K.,  required  H.  to  take  back  the  goods  and 
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1895«  deliver  up  the  secarities,  which  H.  refuted  to  do.    There- 

upon a  bill  was  filed  by  K.,  praying  that  the  securities  might 
be  delivered  up,  and  offering  to  return  the  goods,  and  in  the 
mean  time  to  deposit  them  in  court.  This  was  not  done  ;  but 
the  goods  were  sold  at  a  public  auction,  under  his  power  by 
R.,  for  a  sum  of  ^3482,  a  small  part  being  purchased  at  the 
sale  by  K.  The  bill  was  afterwards,  in  July  1829,  dismissed 
for  want  of  prosecution.  In  July  1830  another  bill  was  filed, 
stating  the  same  case  as  in  the  former  bill,  charging  among 
other  things  that  the  goods  were  sold  to  K.  at  an  exorbitant 
overcharge,  and  praying  delivery  of  the  securities  on  payment 
of  the  sum  for  which  the  goods  were  sold,  with  interest,  or 
upon  such  other  terms  as  the  court  should  think  just.  The 
bill  also  prayed  an  injunction  to  restrain  negotiation  of  the 
promissory  note,  &c.  This  injunction  was  granted  by  order 
of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  and  upon  motion  to  discharge  this 
order  it  was  upheld  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 
By  evidence  in  the  cause  it  appeared  that  L.,  to  a  certain 
extent,  encouraged  the  transaction  between  his  son  and  H;, 
having  employed  agents  to  bargain  with  H.,  or  in  some 
manner  to  procure  an  assignment  of  the  securities  when 
obtained  from  his  son,  in  order  to  protect  the  estate  from 
further  incumbrances.  Whether  L.  was  informed  of  the 
precise  nature  of  the  dealing  before  the  securities  were  given, 
did  not  conclusively  appear.  There  was  no  evidence  that  the 
goods  were  charged  at  exorbitant  prices  ;  on  the  contrary  it 
was  proved  that  they  were  charged  at  the  prices  marked  on 
them  by  tickets  for  general  customers,  and  that  they  were 
fairly  worth  the  prices  so  charged.  Under  these  circumstances 
the  bill  was  dismissed,  and  the  decree  affirmed  on  appeal. 


A  HE  Appellant  who  was  the  eldest  son  and  heir 
apparent  of  Viscount  Lorton  in  1829  filed  a  bill  in 
Chancery  stating  a  case  as  follows :  Under  a  settle- 
ment dated  the  lyth  of  July  1827,  made  by  Lord 
Lorton  and  the  Appellant,  for  re-settling  the  family 
estates,  after  he  attained  twenty-one,  the  Appellant 
became  entitled  to  an  annuity  of  800/.,  during  the 
joint  lives  of  himself  and  his  father,  charged  upon 
divers  estates  in  Ireland  of  great  value,  and  to  the 
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same  estates  in  remainder  for  his  own  life,  expec-      .^^^* 
tant  upon  his  fathei'^s  death. 

In  April  1828,  the  Appellant  became  greatly 
embarrassed,  and  in  want  of  a  loan  of  money,  and 
a  negotiation  for  a  loan  of  5000/.  took  place  be- 
tween George  Samuel  Ford  of  Pall  Mall,  as  solici- 
tor for  the  Appellant,  and  Montague  Newland,  of 
Craven-street,  Strand,  attorney  and  solicitor,  who 
applied  to  the  Respondent  on  the  subject  of  such 
loan ;  and  the  Respondent  having  ultimately  de- 
clined  advancing  money,  but  expressed  himself 
willing  to  let  the  Appellant  have  goods  out  of  his 
shop  instead,  the  treaty  proceeded  on  that  footing ; 
and  the  Respondent  authorised  Montague  Newland 
to  act  as  his  solicitor  and  on  his  behalf  in  nego- 
tiating and  concluding  the  matter ;  and  thereupon 
Mr.  Newland  applied  for  the  abstract  of  the  Ap- 
pellant*s  title,  which  was  procured  and  sent  to  him 
by  Mr.  Ford,  and  the  sum  ultimately  arranged  to 
be  taken  in  goods  was  8000/. 

The  Appellant  being  pressed  by  his  necessities 
sold,  and  by  indenture  bearing  date  the  l6th  of 
July  1828,  assigned  500/.  per  annum,  part  of  his 
annuity  of  800/. ;  and  the  fact  of  such  sale  was 
communicated  to  Mr.  Newland,  and  by  him  to  the 
Respondent,  who  nevertheless  agreed  to  proceed 
in  the  proposed  transaction  ;  and  Mr.  Newland, 
on  the  Respondent's  behalf,  prepared  a  draft  of  the 
proposed  deed  of  mortgage,  reciting  that  the  Ap- 
pellant  was  justly  indebted  to  the  Respondent  in 
8000/.,  and  purporting  to  assign  the  remaining 
300L  a  year  of  the  said  annuity,  and  to  convey  the 
Appellant's  life  estate  in  remainder,  to  the  Re- 
spondent for  securing  the  principal  sum  of  8000/., 
and  interest  at  five  per  cent. 
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1835.  In  September  1828  the  Appellant  was  obliged 

by  his  pressing  necessities  to  dispose  of  the  re- 
maining 300/.  a  year  of  his  annuity  ;  and  Mr.  New- 
land  having  been  informed  thereof  commuoicited 
the  fact  to  the  Respondent,  who,  neverthdai; 
agreed  to  proceed  in  the  transaction,  and  the  dnft 
prepared  as  aforesaid  was  altered  and  reduced  toi 
conveyance  of  the  Appellant's  life  estate. 

On  the  28th  of  October  1828  (being  then  of 
the  age  of  about  twenty-three  or  twenty-four  years]^ 
the  Appellant  and  Mr.  Ford  went  to  the  RespoB- 
dent's  shop  in  Princes-street  Westminster,  for  the 
purpose  of  executing  the  mortgage  and  selectiiy 
goods  to  the  amount  of  8000/. 

Mr.  Newland  attended  on  the  occasion,  sai 
brought  with  him  the  mortgage-deed  and  other  » 
curities,  consisting  of  two  warrants  of  attorney  fir 
confessing  judgment  in  England  and  Ireland  fir 
16,000/.,  and  a  promissory  note  for  8000i;  the 
Appellant  executed  and  signed  the  mortgageJecd 
and  other  securities;  and  certain  articles  of  plate, 
pearl  and  diamond  necklaces,  bracelets,  ear-rings, 
and  other  personal  ornaments,  snuff-boxes,  gold 
chains,  and  other  articles  of  jewellery  were  on  the 
same  occasion  selected  or  set  apart  out  of  the  Re- 
spondent's stock,  the  shop  prices  of  which  amounted 
to  7713/.  ()s.  del.,  and  some  other  articles  of  silver 
plate  to  the  amount  of  Qj6L  I3s.  Gd.  were  to  be 
made  or  procured,  in  order  to  make  up  the  ^^ 
mainder  of  the  8000/. 

The  mortgage-deed  bore  date  the  28th  of  Oc- 
tober 18^^8,  and  is  expressed  to  be  made  be- 
tween the  Appellant  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
Respondent  (therein  described  as  of  Cavendish- 
square,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,   Esquire)  of 
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the  Other  part;  and  after  reciting  the  indenture       1S35. 
of  settlement  making  a  present  provision  of  800/* 
a-year  for  the  Appellant,  and  giving  him  a  life  es- 
tate in  remainder,  in  all  his  family  estates  in  Ire* 
land,  and  also  reciting  the  two  indentures  dated 
respectively  the  l6th  of  July,  and  the  1st  of  Sep- 
tember 1828,  by  which  the  Appellant  had  dis- 
posed of  his  annuity  of  800/. ;  and  after  reciting 
that  the  Appellant  was  justly  and  truly  indebted 
to  the  Respondent  in  the  sum  of  8000/.,  and  that 
it  had   been   agreed  that  that  sum  and  interest 
should  be  secured  by  a  conveyance  of  the  Ap- 
pellant's life  estate  in  remainder,  and  that  two 
policies  of  insurance  for  the  sums  of  5000/.  and 
SOOOl.  respectively  should  be  effected  upon  the 
Appellant's  surviving  his  father,  but  in  the  name 
of  the  Respondent,  and  that  the  Appellant  should 
pay  the  annual  premiums  and  other  sums  on  the 
policies,  which  should  be  a  further   security   for 
the  8000/.  and  interest ;  it  was  witnessed  that  in 
pursuance  of  such  agreement,  and  in  consideration 
that  the  Appellant  then  stood  well  and  truly  in- 
debted in  the  sum  of  8000/.  to  the  Respondent, 
as  the  Appellant  did  thereby  acknowledge,  and  of 
the  sum  of  8000/.  did  thereby  admit  the  receipt, 
and  release  the  Respondent  from  the  same,  the 
Appellant  granted  and  conveyed  his  said  Hfe  es- 
tate to  the  Respondent  without  impeachment  of 
waste,  subject  to  redemption  on  payment  of  8000/. 
on  &c.,  with  a  declaration  that  if  default  should  be 
made  in  payment  of  the  principal  sum  of  8000/. 
and  interest,  or  any  part  of  the  same  respectively, 
at  any  one  of  the  times  thereinbefore  appointed 
for  payment  thereof,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
Respondent,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
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18S5.       signsi  and  he  and  they  were  thereby  empowered 
of  his  and  their  own  proper  authority,  without  any 
further  consent  or  concurrence  of  the  Appellant 
or   any  other  person,  and   at  any  time   or  times 
thereafter  to  make  sale  and  absolutely  dispose  of 
the    lordships,  manors,    castles,   dissolved   abbe^ 
or  monasteries,  towns,   advowsotis,    tithes,  laod^ 
tenements,  hereditaments  and    premises   therebr 
released,  or  any  of  them  or  any  part  of  the  same^ 
together  or  in  lots,  or   at   one    or  several  tim«i 
by  public    auction  or  private  contract,  or  partif 
by  public  auction  and  partly  by  private  contract, 
and  for  the  best  price   or    prices    that  could  be 
reasonably  obtained,  with   liberty    to    buy  in  t 
any  auction  and  rescind  any  contract  for  sale  at 
any  auction  or  by  private  contract,  and  aflerwanfc 
to  sell  the  premises  bought  in   or    comprised  ia 
such  contract  without  being  answerable  for  anf 
loss  or  diminution  in  price,  and  with  full  power 
to  the  Respondent  to  convey  to  the  purchasen 
free  from  the  said  proviso  for  redemption. 

The  deed  also  authorised  the  Respondent  with- 
out any  further  consent  or  concurrence  of  the 
Appellant  to  grant  leases  either  from  year  to 
year,  or  for  any  term  of  years,  and  either  for  i 
premium  or  otherwise,  and  afterwards  to  sell: 
To  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estates 
until  sale  made,  and  out  of  the  monies  which 
should  come  to  his  hands  to  pay  himself  all  ex- 
penses attending  the  execution  of  the  powers 
thereby  given  him,  and  all  sums  to  be  paid  bj 
him  for  the  premiums  on  the  policies  not  exceed- 
ing 2000/.  and  interest  thereon,  and  then  the 
8000/  and  all  arrears  of  interest  on  it.  And  the 
Respondent  covenanted  not  to  sell   or  enter  into 
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possession   until    after   three    months'   notice    in      1835. 
writing,  demanding  payment  from  the  Appellant. 

The  usual  receipt  for  8000/.  consideration  money 
was  indorsed  on  the  deed,  and  the  deed  did  not 
notice  the  promissory  note  or  warrants  of  attorney, 
or  the  judgments  intended  to  be  entered  up  thereon. 
The  promissory  note  was  for  8000/.  payable  on 
demand,  and  expressed  to  be  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  and  judgment  was  entered  up  in  Ireland 
on  the  warrant  of  attorney  executed  for  that  pur- 
pose. The  goods  before  mentioned  constituted 
the  sole  consideration  for  the  mortgage,  and  other 
securities,  and  they  were  not  delivered  by  the  Re- 
spondent to  or  for  the  use  of  the  Appellant,  until 
about  a  month  after  the  securities  were  executed. 
Mr.  Newland  required  of  the  Appellant  the  sum 
of  400/.  for  his  costs  and  commission  in  the  trans- 
action, as  the  solicitor  of  the  Respondent;  and 
Mr.  Ford  on  the  Appellant's  behalf,  was  obliged 
to  pay  Mr.  Newland  that  sum  before  the  Respon- 
dent  would  deliver  the  goods  ;  but  104/.  was  after- 
wards  recovered  back  from  him.  On  the  25th  of 
November  1828  the  Respondent  delivered  the 
goods  to  Mr.  Ford,  who  shortly  after  procured  an 
advance  of  2500/.  for  the  Appellant  from  Mr. 
George  Robins,  of  Covent-garden,  auctioneer,  on 
a  bill  of  sale  of  the  goods. 

The  goods  were  never  valued  by  any  jeweller, 
or  any  person  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant ;  and  the 
Appellant  for  several  months  prior  to  and  at  the 
time  of  the  transaction,  was  living  apart  from  and 
holding  no  communication  with  his  father  or  fa- 
mily, and  had  no  present  fortune  or  income. 

The  transaction  having  come  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  Appellant's  friends,  and  it  being  agreed  or 
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18S5.  understood  that  some  of  them  would  redeem  the 
goods  out  of  Mr.  Robins's  hands,  provided  the 
Respondent  would  take  them  back,  and  resdod 
the  mortgage  transaction ;  the  Appellant,  by 
Messrs.  Bridges  and  Mason  his  agents  and  so&i- 
tors,  in  January  18^9  applied  by  letter  and  notice 
in  writing  to  the  Respondent,  and  informed  him  of 
the  goods  being  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Robins  for 
sale,  and  required  him  to  receive  them  back  and 
to  cancel  the  mortgage,  and  other  securities ;  but 
the  Respondent  refused  to  take  back  the  good!^ 
and  in  consequence  thereof  the  Appellant's  fiiemk 
did  not  pay  Mr.  Robins  the  sum  advanced  by  \m 
thereon,  and  the  Appellant  continuing  under  the 
pressure  of  necessity,  and  being  wholly  destitute  of 
any  present  income  or  property,  or  any  means  of 
redeeming  the  goods,  the  same  were  sold  by  sqc* 
tion  by  Mr.  Robins,  in  March  1829,  and  produced 
the  sum  of  3482/. ;  and  after  deducting  thereout 
10/.  per  cent,  for  Mr.  Robins's  commission  on  the 
sale,  and  the  sum  paid  to  Mr.  Newland,  the  Ap- 
pellant received  2730/.  from  such  sale. 

Previous  to  the  sale,  and  in  the  expectatioo 
that  the  Respondent  would  be  induced  to  take 
back  the  goods,  and  the  Appellant^s  friends  to 
redeem  the  same  for  that  purpose,  the  Appe- 
lant filed  a  bill  against  the  Respondent,  seeking  to 
rescind  the  mortgage  transaction,  and  return  the 
goods :  but  the  Respondent  having  resisted  the 
suit  the  goods  were  sold  by  Mr.  Robins  pendii^ 
the  suit;  and  the  Appellant  was  consequently 
obliged  to  relinquish  further  proceedings  in  that 
suit,  and  the  same  was  in  July  1829  dismissed  at 
the  instance  of  the  Respondent  for  want  of  pro- 
secution. 
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The  Appellant  remained  without  any  present  in-  1835. 
come  or  property  up  to  the  time  of  his  marriage 
in  December  1829)  when  a  suitable  provision  was 
made  for  him,  and  he  then  filed  his  bill  in  this 
cause  against  the  Respondent,  on  or  about  the 
S6th  day  of  July  1830,  stating  a  case  to  the  same 
effect  as  in  the  former  bill  as  hereinbefore  set 
forth,  and  praying  that  the  Respondent  might 
be  ordered  to  deUver  up  the  mortgage-deed  and 
other  securities  to  be  cancelled,  and  to  execute  a 
re-conveyance  if  necessary,  and  to  enter  up  satis- 
faction on  the  judgment,  on  being  paid  the 
amount  derived  by  the  Appellant  from  the  goods, 
^ith  interest,  or  on  such  other  terms  as  the 
court  should  think  proper.  And  that  the  Re- 
gpondent  might  be  restrained  from  taking  any 
proceedings  against  the  Appellant  or  his  estate, 
in  respect  of  the  sum  of  8000/.,  or  the  interest 
thereof,  or  any  security  for  the  same. 

The  Respondent  filed  his  answer  on  the  11th 
of  January  1831,  and  thereby  stated  (amongst 
other  things)  that  he  had  been  informed  and 
believed  that  the  Appellant  by  his  then  solicitor 
Mr.  Ford,  and  also  by  James  Ferrall,  Esquire,  a 
gentleman  in  the  confidence  of  Viscount  Lorton, 
the  said  James  Ferrall  acting  in  such  application 
with  the  Viscounfs  privity  and  approbation,  in 
April  1828  applied  to  Mr.  Newland,  when  Mr. 
Ford  requested  Mr.  Newland  to  ask  the  Re- 
spondent to  supply  the  Appellant  with  money 
and  shop  goods  of  the  Respondent  to  the  total 
amount  of  8000/.,  upon  having  the  amount  thereof 
with  interest  secured  on  the  Appellant's  annuity 
or  reversionary  interest,  and  by  an  insurance 
on   the  Appellant's  lifej    and  that  in  April  or 
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1835.       May  1828,  Mr.  Newland  made  some  applicatioQ 
to    the     Respondent    under    the     circumstance 
aforesaid,  and    that   the    Respondent  stated  that 
he  would  not,  without  Viscount  Lorton's  know- 
ledge,  comply  with  such  application  ;  but  that  if 
the  said  Viscount  did  not  disapprove  thereof,  aod 
the  proposed  security  should  appear  satisfactoiy, 
he  would  comply  therewith,  but  did  not  promise 
or  hold  out  that  he  would  advance  money :  tint 
the  Respondent  was  subsequently  informed,  and 
therefore  believed,  that   such    the    Respondent's 
answers  were  by  Mr.  Newland  communicated  to 
the  said  Viscount  through  bis  confidential  fiieod 
Mr.  Ferrall,  and  that  Mr.  Ferrall  thereupon  stated 
to  Mr.  Newland,  and    authorised  him  to  inforo 
the  Respondent,  that  Lord  Lorton  did  not  disap- 
prove of  such  proposed  transaction,  and  being  so 
informed  by  Mr.  Newland  he  the  Respondent  con- 
sented to  supply  the  Appellant  with  shop  goods  to 
the  amount  of  8000/.  in  price  on    the   proposed 
terms  ;  and  that  he  thereupon  authorised  Mr.  New- 
land  to  act  as  the  Respondent's  solicitor  in  com- 
pleting such  transaction.     The    Respondent  fur- 
ther stated  his  belief  that  after  he  had  so  autlior- 
ised  Mr.  Newland,  and  while  the  transaction  was 
in  progress,  it  was  discovered  by   Mr.   Newland 
that  the  Appellant  had  otherwise  disposed  of  his 
annuity  of  800/.,  and  had  thereby   reduced  the 
proposed  security  to  his    reversionary    life  estate 
and    to    an    insurance  on    his  life  ;    and   as  the 
Respondent  believed  that  that  was  communicated 
to  Lord  Lorton    while    the  transaction  with  the 
Respondent    was    in    progress ;    and  that   Lord 
Lorton  still  continued   to    wish  such  transaction 
with    tlie    Respondent  to  proceed  and    be  com- 
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pleted:  that  he  believed  that  early  in  September,       1835. 
1828,  Mr.  Sergeant  Lefroy,  of  the  Irish  bar,  and 
his  son  Mr.  Anthony  Lefroy,  son-in-law  of  Lord         »• 
Lorton,  had  together,  on  Lord  Lorton's  behalf,  an 
interview  with  Mr.  Newland,  at  which  the  nature 
of   the  transaction    and    proposed   security  was 
fully  and  accurately  communicated  and  explained 
by  Mr.  Newland  to  them,  together  with  the  form 
of  the  draft  mortgage,  and  that   they  expressed 
themselves  perfectly  satisfied  with    such    explan- 
ation, and  their  approbation  of  the  proposed  trans- 
action ;  and  that  Mr.  Sergeant  Lefroy  stated  his 
intention  of  recommending   Lord  Lorton  to  re- 
deem shortly  the  security  so  proposed  to  be  made 
to  the  Respondent :  that  the  transaction  was  in  the 
nature  of  an  actual  and  bond  fide  sale;  and  he  denied 
that  it  was  in  the  nature  of  a  loan,  or  that  the  said 
goods  were  substituted  for  money ;    and  he  also 
denied  that  at  the  date  and  execution  of  the  mort- 
gage he  knew,  or  had  any  reason  to  believe,  that 
the  Appellant  had  no  use  or  occasion  for  the  goods 
or  any  of  them,  or  that  the  Appellant  did  not  intend 
to  keep  or  use  the  same  or  any  of  them,  or  that 
the  Appellant's  object  was  to  raise  a  sum  of  money 
by  way  of  loan  from  him  by  means  of  such  goods  ; 
for  that  at  the  time  when  Mr.  Ford  and  the  Appel- 
lant selected  the  goods,  as  Respondent  had  been 
informed  by  his  shopman  and  believed  to  be  true, 
they  selected  such  as  would  be  useful  on  the  mar- 
liage  of  the  Appellant,  the  said  Mr.  Ford  and  the 
Appellant  at  the  time  of  such  selection  frequently 
mentioning  such  marriage.     He  insisted  that  the 
Appellant  was  not  entitled  to  any  part  of  the  relief 
prayed  by  his  bill ;  for  that  if  the  Appellant  could 
procure  the  securities  to  be  delivered  up  on  the» 
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1835.  terms  sought  by  the  bill,  considering  the  nature  of 
the  transaction,  and  the  means  by  which  (as  in  the 
said  answer  alleged)  the  Appellant  and  his  friends 
procured  and  induced  the  Respondent  to  enter  into 
the  same,  and  to  sell  the  said  goods  to  Appellant, 
and  also  considering  the  way  in  which  the  Appel- 
lant, and  the  parties  claiming  the  said  goods  in  his 
right,  had  dealt  therewith,  it  would  be  a  gros 
injustice  and  a  fraud  upon  Respondent. 

The  Respondent,  in  a  schedule  to  his  answer,  set 
forth  a  list  of  the  goods  which  formed  the  consider- 
ation for  the  mortgage  and  other  securities^  and  the 
prices  thereof. 

Previously  to  the  filing  of  the  Respondent's 
answer,  the  Appellant  gave  notice  of  a  motion  for 
an  injunction  against  the  Respondent,  as  prayed  by 
the  bill,  and  in  support  of  such  application  filed 
an  affidavit  made  by  himself,  and  also  affidavits 
by  Mr.  Lefroy,  Mr.  Anthony  Lefroy,  Lord  Lorton, 
Mr.  Ford,  and  Mr.  Fox  (Lord  Lorton's  solicitor  in 
Ireland) ;  and  the  Respondent  filed,  in  answer, 
the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Newland,  and  affidavits  of  John 
Henry  Woolbert  and  John  Rowe  Snow  (two  shop- 
men of  the  Respondent),  and  affidavits  of  Samuel 
Norman,  John  Linnett,  and  Christian  Etzerodt 
(silversmiths  and  working  jewellers,  who  spoke  to 
the  prices  charged  for  the  goods  being  fair  and 
usual),  and  an  affidavit  of  George  Robins  as  to  the 
sale  of  the  goods. 

The  motion  for  an  injunction  against  the  Re- 
spondent was  heard  on  the  several  affidavits,  and  the 
Respondent's  answer  before  the  Vice-chancellor,  on 
the  31st  of  January,  1831,  and  his  Honour  was 
pleased  to  grant  the  injunction  upon  the  Appellant's 
paying  into  Court,  or  to  the  Respondent,  the  sum  of 
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2700/.  (the  net  produce  of  the  goods),  and  also  the       ^j^* 
sum  of  400/,  (the  amount  paid  to  Mr.  Newland, 
as  aforesaid,  out  of   the  proceeds  of  the  said 
goods). 

The  Respondent  aflerwards  moved  before  tlie 
Lord  Chancellor  to  have  the  last-mentioned  order 
or  injunction  discharged ;  and  the  matter  was  fully 
argued  before  his  Lordship  on  the  affidavits  and 
answer;  and  on  the  25th  of  May,  1831,  his  Lord- 
ship refused  the  Respondent's  application  with 
costs. 

The  Appellant  paid  the  sum  of  3130/.  into  Court, 
pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  Vice-Chancellor ;  but 
the  same  was  aflerwards  taken  out  by  the  Respond- 
ent (without  prejudice)  under  an  order  not  opposed 
by  the  Appellant. 

Replication  having  been  filed,  evidence  was  gone 
into  by  the  Appellant  and  Respondent  respectively; 
and  Mr.  Lefroy,  Mr.  Anthony  Lefroy,  Lord  Lor- 
ton,  Mr.  Ford,  Mr.  George  Robins,  and  Mr.  Bridges 
were  examined  as  witnesses,  on  the  part  of  the 
Appellant ;  and  Mr.  Newland,  Mr.  Woolbert,  Mr. 
Snow,  Mr.  Norman,  Mr.  Linnett,  Mr.  Etzerodt, 
and  Mr.  Evans,  were  examined  on  the  part  of  the 
Respondent. 

Mr.  Lefroy  deposed  (among  other  things),  that 
he  was  in  London  for  a  few  days  in  the  beginning 
of  September,  1828,  and  had  been  requested  by 
Lord  Lorton  to  see  Mr.  Newland  about  a  commu- 
nication which  Lord  Lorton  had  had  with  Mr, 
Newland,  on  the  subject  of  a  sum  of  money  which 
was  to  be  advanced  by  the  Respondent  to  the  Ap* 
pellant,  on  the  security  of  the  Appellant's  estates. 
Lord  Lorton  having  stated  to  deponent  his  own 
incompetency  to  judge  how  far  it  would  be  advis-^ 
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1885.  able  for  him  to  accede  to  the  proposal  which  had 
been  made  by  Mr.  Newland,  which  was  that  Lord 
Lorton  might  have  an  assignment  made  to  him  of 
such  security  as  the  Appellant  should  give  to  the 
Respondent  for  the  sum  of  money  so  to  be  advanced 
by  the  Respondent :  that  in  consequence  of  such 
request  the  deponent  called  upon  Mr.  Newland, 
in  company  with  his  son  Mr.  Anthony  Lefroy; 
and  Mr.  Newland  on  that  occasion  informed  depo- 
nent, that  Respondent  was  about  to  lend  Appellant 
a  sum  of  money  (amounting,  as  deponent  best  recol- 
lected, to  8000/.,  or  thereabouts)  upon  the  security 
of  the  Appellant's  estates ;  and  deponent  informed 
Mr.  Newland  of  the  reason  of  deponent's  calling 
upon  him,  stating  that  Lord  Lorton  understood 
that  Respondent  would  be  willing  to  assign  to  Lord 
Lorton  any  security  the  Respondent  might  obtain 
from  the  Appellant,  so  as  to  enable  Lord  Lorton  to 
get  a  control  over  the  property  of  the  Appellant, 
and  prevent  him  from  further  involving  himself: 
that  Mr.  Newland  showed  deponent  a  draft  of  the 
intended  mortgage,  and  deponent  looked  over  parts 
of  it,  but  without  paying  any  particular  attention 
to  it,  and  did  not  read  it,  it  not  being  important  to 
the  object  of  deponent's  interview  :  and  deponent 
further  stated  that  neither  Mr.  Newland  nor  any 
other  person  did  at  that  interview  or  at  any  other 
time  inform  him,  or  state  in  his  hearing,  that  the 
consideration  for  the  intended  mortgage  or  security, 
or  any  part  of  such  consideration,  was  to  be  formed 
of  goods,  and  that  he  did  at  such  interview  believe 
and  understand  that  money,  and  money  only,  w^ 
to  be  the  consideration  for  the  intended  mortgage; 
nor  did  he  at  any  time  before  the  execution  of  tte 
security  know  or  suspect  that  the  consideration,  or 
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any  part  of  it,  was  formed  of  goods ;  and  having  18S5. 
some  time  afterwards  heard  that  Mr.  Newland  had 
alleged  that  he  had  informed  deponent  that  the 
consideration  for  the  security  was  composed  of 
goods, .  deponent  called  upon  Mr.  Newland,  and 
asked  him  whether  he  had  ever  made  such  an  alle- 
gation, and  Mr.  Newland  distinctly  admitted  that 
he  had  not  so  informed  deponent,  but  said  that  he 
had  mentioned  the  circumstance  to  the  deponent's 
son,  at  which  deponent  expressed  his  great  surprise, 
as  his  son  was  a  young  man  not  at  all  acquainted 
with  business,  and  had  not  taken  any  share  in 
the  conversation  on  the  subject  of  the  interview. 
(This  witness  was  not  cross-examined.) 

Mr.  Anthony  Lefroy  deposed,  among  other 
things,  that  he  was  not  and  never  had  been  in  any 
profession  ;  and  that  Mr.  Newland  did  not  on  the 
occasion  of  the  said  interview,  or  at  any  other 
time,  to  the  best  of  his  deponent's  then  recollection, 
inform  him  or  give  him  any  reason  to  know  or 
suspect  that  the  consideration  for  any  intended 
mortgage  was  to  be  formed  wholly  or  in  part  of 
goods.     (This  witness  was  not  cross-examined.) 

Mr.  Bridges  deposed,  among  other  things,  that 
he  believed  that  if  the  Respondent  had  agreed  to 
comply  with  the  Appellant's  application  (to  re- 
ceive back  the  goods  and  deliver  up  the  security), 
the  Appellant  would,  by  the  assistance  of  Lord 
Lorton,  have  been  in  a  situation  to  restore  to 
the  Respondent  the  whole  of  the  said  goods.  He 
also  stated,  that  he  and  his  partner,  Mr.  Mason, 
were,  in  the  years  1829  and  1830,  and  still 
continued  to  be,  employed  as  solicitors  for  Lord 
Lorton  and  the  Appellant;  that  the  application 
made  to  the  Respondent  in  January,  1829s  was 
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1835.       made   on    behalf  of  the  Appellant    and   Loid 

'-^^'-^     LortOQ. 

9.  In  his  deposition,  on  cross-examinmtion,  this  wit- 

ness Stated  that  he  and  his  partner  were  employed 
as  solicitors  in  prosecuting  this  suit  at  the  instance 
of  Lord  Lorton  and  the  Appellant  ;  that  he  (wit- 
ness) certainly  considered  that  if  the  costs  of  the 
suit  were  not  paid  by  the  Appellant,  Lord  Lortoo, 
having  joined  in  employing  the  witness  and  h» 
partner  in  conducting  the  suit  for  the  AppeUant, 
would  be  bound  in  honour  to  see  that  he  (witness) 
and  his  partner  were  paid  their  costs  ;  that  the 
balance  due  from  Mn  Robins  the  auctioneer,  in 
respect  of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  articles 
of  plate  and  jewellery  in  question  in  the  cause, 
was,  in  the  first  instance,  received  by  witness  from 
the  said  Mn  Robins,  and  was,  to  the  best  of  his 
(witness's)  recollection  (speaking  from  memory, 
and  without  having  reference  to  his  books),  placed 
to  the  credit  of  the  said  Lord  Lorton  in  his  account 
with  this  deponent  and  his  said  partner ;  the  whole, 
however,  of  the  said  balance  so  received  from  the 
said  Mr.  Robins,  together  with  a  larger  sum,  was 
forthwith  expended  by  witness  and  his  said  partoer 
in  the  discharge  of  private  debts  contracted  by  the 
Appellant,  and  for  which  the  said  Lord  Lorton  was 
in  no  way  liable  or  responsible ;  so  that,  in  effect, 
no  part  of  the  proceeds  of  the  said  sale  was  paid  to 
the  said  Lord  Lorton,  or  on  his  account ;  that,  by 
the  desire  of  the  said  Lord  Lorton,  witness  had  a 
communication  with  the  said  Mr.  Robins  previous 
to  the  said  sale,  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the 
said  Mr.  Robins  to  postpone  the  said  sale  (which 
had  been  then  advertised),  with  the  hope  that  an 
arrangement  might  be  effected  with  the  Defendant 
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for  receiving  back  the  said  articles  of  plate  and        18S5. 
jewellery. 

Lord  Lorton,  the  next  witness  on  behalf  of  the 
Appellant^  after  stating  in  his  deposition  that  the 
Appellant  was  his  eldest  son  and  heir  apparent,  and 
was  bom  (as  his  Lordship  best  recollected)  in  the 
month  of  June  1804  or  1805 ;  and  also  stating  that 
the  Appellant,  after  disposing  of  his  annuity  of 
800/.  a-year,  had  no  income  or  property  in  posses- 
sion for  his  support ;  said,  that  he  did  not  know 
where  the  Appellant  resided  in  the  months  of  April, 
May,  June,  July,  August,  September,  and  October, 
1828,  respectively,  but  understood  that  he  was  then 
residing  in  or  about  London ;  and  that  he  (Lord 
Lorton)  did  not  see  the  Appellant  oftener  than 
twice  during  that  period,  at  which  times  he  saw  him 
at  his  (Lord  Lorton's)  house  at  Richmond,  in  the 
county  of  Surrey,  and  he  remained  there  only  a 
few  hours.  Lord  Lorton  then  states,  '*  that  he 
'*  knows  Mr.  James  Ferrall,  and  has  known  him 
"from  the  spring  of  the  year  1828,  as  he  best 
"  recollects  as  to  the  time  when  he  first  saw  the 
"said  James  Ferrall;  and  that  he  became  ac- 
"  quainted  with  the  said  James  Ferrall  in  conse- 
"  quence  of  the  said  James  Ferrall  having,  in  or 
"  about  the  spring  of  1828,  introduced  himself  to 
"  witness  by  a  letter  to  witness's  brother  General 
"  King,  stating  that  he  the  said  James  Ferrall  had 
"heard  that  a  son  of  witness's  was  then  in  the 
"  hands  of  sharpers,  and  as  his  (said  James  Ferrall's) 
"  family  was  under  great  obligations  to  the  Earl  of 
"  Rosse,  he  (said  James  Ferrall)  could  not  bear  to 
**  see  the  grandson  of  said  Earl  of  Rosse  going  on 
*^  under  such  circumstances  without  offering  his 
"  i-ervices  to  rescue  him ;  and  in  consequence  of 
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1835.  "  the  said  letter  witness  had  an  interview  withAe 
"  said  James  Ferrall  at  the  house  of  said  Generi 
•*  King,  in  Portland  Place,  in  the  county  of  Mid- 
*'  dlesex,  and  previous  to  which  witness  had  not 
**  any  knowledge  of,  or  correspondence  with,  the 
*^  said  James  Ferrall ;  and  witness  had  subsequeot 
*^  interviews  with  the  said  James  Ferrall  at  the  said 
*'  house  of  said  General  King ;  and  on  some  of 
**  those  occasions  he  the  said  James  Ferrall  informed 
**  witness  that  the  Appellant  was  endeavouring  to 
*<  raise  money  upon  post-obits  in  various  ways,  and 
**  particularly  a  large  sum  from  the  Respondent 
**  (whom  witness  had  never  seen,  to  the  be^t  of hii 
**  knowledge) ;  and  the  said  James  Ferrall  men. 
**  tioned  the  name  of  a  person  as  treating  with  tbe 
Appellant  on  the  behalf  of  the  Respondent  in 
respect  of  such  loan,  such  person  being  (as  wi(> 
"  ness  best  recollects  and  believes)  Mr.  Montagu 
'*  Newland,  of  Craven  Street,  in  the  Strand,  Ae 
"  solicitor  of  the  Respondent ;  and  the  said  James 
"  Ferrall  did  make  some  suggestion  (the  particulan 
"  of  which  deponent  does  not  now  recollect)  rela- 
**  tive  to  the  said  person. 

**  That  sometime  in  or  about  May,  1828,  witness 
*«  had  an  interview  with  the  said  Mr.  Newland 
"at  the  United  Service  Club,  then  in  Waterloo 
"Place,  in  the  said  county  of  Middlesex,  and 
*«  which  interview  lasted  but  a  few  minutes ;  and 
"  on  which  occasion  the  said  Mr.  Newland  made 
**  some  proposition  to  witness,  but  the  particulan 
"  of  which  witness  does  not  recollect ;  and  he 
**  (witness),  being  desirous  to  waive  the  business 
"  altogether,  did  not  then,  or  at  any  time,  come 
*'  to  any  arrangement  with  any  person  on  the  sub- 
*' ject  of  such  proposition. 
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**  That  he  (witness)  does  know  Thomas  Lefroy  1835. 
"  of  the  city  of  Dublin,  Esq. ;  that  he  (witness) 
•*  being  unacquainted  with  matters  of  law  himself, 
**  and  the  said  Thomas  Lefroy  being  about  to  pass 
"  through  London  to  make  a  tour  on  the  Conti- 
<<  nent,  witness  did  sometime  in  or  about  the  end 
•*  of  the  summer  of  the  year  1828,  request  said 
"Thomas  Lefroy  to  see  Mr.  Newland  and  the 
••  said  James  Ferrall  (as  witness  best  recollects  as 
«•  to  said  James  Ferrall)  relative  to  some  proposi- 
**  tion  made  or  about  to  be  made  on  the  part  of 
the  Respondent  respecting  some  loan  transaction, 
in  which  the  Appellant  was  (as  witness  under- 
stood) concerned  ;  and  witness  so  requested  the 
said  Thomas  Lefroy  to  see  the  said  persons,  or 
"  the  said  Mr.  Newland,  for  the  purpose  or  with 
•«  the  view  to  prevent  witness  getting  into  difficulty 
"  in  regard  to  the  said  transaction,  as  witness  had 
•*  reason  to  believe  that  the  said  persons  were  en- 
deavouring to  get  witness  to  enter  into  a  counter 
security  to  said  Respondent. 
"  That  he  (witness)  was  afterwards  given  to 
**  understand  by  said  Mr.  Lefroy  himself  (as  wit- 
"ness  also  best  recollects),  that  he  said  Mr. 
**  Lefroy  did  see  the  said  Mr.  Newland  respecting 
"said  matter,  but  what  occurred  at  such  interview 
"  witness  does  not  know,  not  having  been  present 
"  thereat ;  and  says  that  at  the  time  when  witness 
•'  requested  said  Mr.  Lefroy  to  see  the  said  Mr. 
"  Newland  as  aforesaid,  witness  did  believe,  from 
**  what  passed  with  the  said  Mr.  Newland  at  the 
**  aforesaid  interview  at  the  United  Service  Club, 
"  that  the  Respondent  was  acting  (^bond  fide) 
"  through  the  instrumentality  of  said  Mr.  Newland, 
"  with  regard  to  the  sum  of  8000^1,  which  witness 
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1855.       «  was  given  to  understand  had  been  made  by  the 
'*  Respondent  to  the  Appellant,  and  respecting! 
<*  mortgage  to  be  given  by  the  Appellant  ci  the 
*<  his  reversionary  estate  and  interest  in  the  afixe- 
<*said  landst  tenements,  and  hereditaments;  bat 
**  witness  does  not  now  recollect   whether  he  diii 
<<  or  not  believe,  or  form  any  belief^  that  the  R& 
*<  spondent  would,  in  case  of  his  completing  the 
**  said  loan  transaction,  make  any  assignment  to 
**  witness,   or   whether  he  (witness)   did  in  any 
*<  manner  interfere  in  or  in  relation  to  such  mittei; 
<<  That  neither  the  said  Mr.  Newland,  or  the  aU 
"  Anthony  Lefroy,  or  the  said  Thomas  Lefroy,  or 
*<  the  said  James  Ferrall,  or  any  other  person,  did 
*<  at  any  time  prior  to  the  date  and  execution  of 
<<  the  mortgage,  which  witness  has  been  given  to 
**  understand  was  given  by  the  Appellant  to  the 
**  Respondent  for  securing  to  the  Respondent  the 
"  payment  of  the  sum  of  8000i,  in    any  manDff 
"  inform  witness,  nor  did  witness,  at  any  time  prior 
**to  the  date  and  execution  of  such  mortgage,  in 
"  any  manner  learn,  or  from  any   reason   entertain 
any  suspicion,  that  any  goods  or  articles  formed 
either  wholly  or  in  any  part  the  consideration  for 
**  said  mortgage  ;  and  witness  did  not  (as  he  best 
"  recollects)  know  or  hear  anything  respecting  saii 
"  mortgage,  or  the  existence  thereof,   until  after 
"  the  same  had  been  (as  he  was  given  to  under- 
*^  stand)  made  and  executed;  and  witness  does  not 
"know,  except  from  information,  what  did  in  point 
«*  of  fact  form  the  consideration  for  said  mortgage, 
"  and  from  what  he  has  heard  he  believes  that  such 
"  consideration  was   wholly  formed  of  articles  d 
"jewellery/* 

In  his  depositions,  on  cross-examination.  Lord 
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Xx>rton  states,  <'  that  the  solicitors  who  are  em-       1835. 

^^  ployed  by  the  Appellant  in  this  suit  are  witness's 

**  solicitors^  and  were  recommended  by  witness  to 

**  the  Appellant,  and  witness  is  in  occasional  conw 

**  munication  with  them  on  the  subject  of  this  suit ; 

**but  they  were  engaged  and  employed  by  the 

*^  Appellant  himself  to  act  for  him  in  this  suit,  and 

*^  they  act,  in  the  conduct  of  it,  principally  under 

•*  his  the  Appellant's  directions." 

Mr.  Ford  deposed  (among  other  things)  that  the 
Appellant  was  in  great  pecuniary  embarrassment 
in  the  months  of  March  and  April,  1828,  and  was 
desirous  of  raising  a  loan ;  and  he  then  spoke  to 
the  treaty  between  him,  on  the  Appellant's  behalf 
and  Mr.  Newland,  the  Respondent's  solicitor,  on 
the  subject  of  the  required  loan,  which  ended  in 
the  execution  of  the  mortgage  and  other  securities 
in  question,  and  also  to  the  selection  of  the  goods 
which  formed  the  consideration  for  such  mortgage 
and  other  securities.  And  he  in  particular  deposed 
that  he  assisted  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant  in  select- 
ing the  said  goods,  and  that  he  intended  to  take 
the  consideration  or  sum  of  8000/.  in  silver  plat^ 
but  the  Respondent  objected  to  supply  the  whole 
money  in  such  plate,  and  required  that  the  said 
amount  should  be  taken  out  of  his  general  stock ; 
and  thereupon  a  quantity  of  pearls,^  diamonds^ 
watches,  and  other  jewellery,  were  shown  to  the 
Appellant  and  witness  by  the  Respondent's  shop* 
man,  and  in  Respondent's  presence ;  and  witness 
proceeded  and  intended  to  take  some  of  the  largest 
and  best  diamonds,  and  Respondent's  said  shopman 
said  that  a  certain  proportion  of  pearls  ought  to  be 
taken,  and  did  then  show  witness  and  Appellant  a 
pearl  necklace  and  other  articles  of  pearl. 
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1835.  Mr.  George  Robins,  the  auctioneer,  the  last  of 

the  Appellant's  witnesses,  spoke  to  the  deposit  of 
the  articles  with  him,  as  a  security  of  2500/.,  and 
the  sale  by  him,  and  deposed  that  part  of  the 
articles  were,  at  the  sale  by  auction,  purchased 
for  the  Appellant ;  and  that  the  articles  in  question 
were  in  the  same  plight  and  condition,  at  the  time 
of  the  sale,  as  when  they  came  into  his  hands, 
*'  except  that  they  were  not  so  clean  at  the  time 
of  the  sale/' 

The  first  witness  examined  on  the  part  of  the 
Respondent  was  Mr.Newland,  who  stated  very 
fully  the  first  applications  to  him  by  Mr.  Burt, 
Mr.  Ferrall,  and  Mr.  Ford,  on  the  part  of  the 
Appellant,  and  his  (Mr.  Newland's)  communication 
with  Lord  Lorton,  through  Mr.  Ferrall,  and  his 
interview  with  Lord  Lorton  at  the  United  Service 
Club,  relative  to  Lord  Lorton  himself  obtaining  an 
assignment  of  the  Appellant's  reversionary  interest 
He  then  stated,  with  reference  to  the  purchase  of 
the  articles  by  the  Appellant  from  the  Respondent, 
"  that  he  (witness),  by  the  direction  and  on  the  part 
•*  of  the  Respondent,  applied  to  the  said  Mr.  Ferrall, 
"  to  know  whether  the  said  Lord  Lorton  was  aware 
*'  of  and  concurred  in  the  said  transaction ;  and 
"  that  the  said  Mr.  Ferrall,  in  repeated  interviews 
"  which  witness  had  with  him  in  the  course  of  the 
"  said  negotiation,  declared  most  distinctly,  that  the 
"  said  Lord  Lorton  was  aware  of  the  nature  of  the 
"  said  transaction  between  the  Appellant  and  Re- 
**spondent,  and  that  the  Appellant  was  to  have 
**  goods,  and  not  money,  from  the  Respondent  as 
"  the  consideration  for  the  said  proposed  mortgage; 
"  and  that  the  said  Lord  Lorton  concurred  in  the 
'*  said  transaction,  though  witness  understood  from 
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•*  the  said  Mr.  Ferrall  that  Lord  Lorton  could  not      .1835. 
**  make  himself  an  avowed  party  to  it,  on  account 
of  the  dealing. 

That  he  (witness)  considered  and  believed  at 
*Hhe  time,  and  still  believes,  that  the  said  Mr. 
**  Ferrall  was  at  the  period  of  the  said  negotiation 
**  acting  as  an  agent  for  Lord  Lorton,  and  was  in 
**  communication  with  Lord  Lorton  upon  the  afiairs 
*'of  the  Appellant,  and  was  authorized  to  state  the 
**  said  Lord  Lorton's  concurrence  in  the  said  trans- 
*<  action  between  the  Appellant  and  Respondent ; 
^'and  that  the  said  Mr.  Ferrall  showed  witness 
•*  letters  that  he  had  received  from  Lord  Lorton 
^*  relating  to  the  affairs  of  the  Appellant,  and  it  was 
*•  from  one  of  these  letters  that  witness  first  learnt 
**  that  the  Appellant  had  sold  a  portion  of  his  said 
** annuity;  that  these  letters  were  couched  in  a 
famiUar  style,  commencing  *  Dear  Sir,*  and  end- 
ing with  *  Yours  truly,'  or  *  Yours  sincerely,'  and 
**  gave  witness  reason  to  suppose  there  was  an  ac- 
**  quaintance  of  some  intimacy  between  the  said 
"  Mr.  Ferrall  and  Lord  Lorton.*' 

Mr.  Newland  then  states,  "  that  Mr.  Ferrall  was 
«*  present  at  his  (Mr.  Newland's)  interview  with 
"  Lord  Lorton  at  the  United  Service  Club  House, 
"  on  the  11th  day  of  June,  1828,  by  the  desire  of 
<*  Lord  Lorton ;  and  that  upon  the  occasion  of  that 
•*  interview.  Lord  Lorton  addressed  the  said  Mr. 
"  Ferrall  familiarly,  and,  to  the  best  of  deponent's 
"  recollection,  called  him  by  his  surname  •  Ferrall' 
<^  only;  and  that  said  Lord  Lorton  and  Mr.  Ferrall 
"  appeared  to  be  on  intimate  terms."  Mr.  Newland 
then  states,  **  that  on  the  3d  day  of  September, 
"  1828,  witness  received  a  letter  from  Mr.  Anthony 
*<  Lefroy,  requesting  to  see  witness  upon  particular 
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1835.      «<  business ;  and  on  the  5th  of  that  month  the  aid 
Anthony  Lefroy  and  his  fiither    Mr.  Seigcint 
Lefroy  called  upon  witness ;  and  that  upcm  tbt 
« occasion,   afler  some  conversation    had  passed 
respecting  the  af&irs  of  the  Appellant,  witoes 
handed  the  draft  deed  (produced  and  proved  hj 
**  the  witness  as  an  exhibit)  to  the  said  Seigeut 
Lefroy  for  his  perusal,  and  whilst  he  the  aid 
Sergeant  Lefroy  was  engaged  in  perusing  the  ssd 
<*  draft,   witness    and   the  said    Anthony  Le% 
*<  entered  into  conversation  respecting  the  transa^ 
**  tion  between  the  Appellant  and  Respondent,  ii 
*«  course  of  which  witness  perfectly  remembers,  and 
**  can  positively  state,  that  he  mentioned  to  tiie 
"  said  Mr.  Anthony  Lefroy  that  the  said  transa& 
**  tion  was  entirely  for  goods ;  and  witness  at  the 
*<  same  time  pointed  out  to  the  said  Anthony  Lefiof 
<<  how  much  better  it  would  be  for  Lord  Lortoo  to 
"  advance  his  son,  the  Appellant,  the  money,  and 
**  take  the  mortgage  himself,  as,  if  the  Appellant 
"  were  to  sell  the  goods  purchased  of  the  Defend- 
"  ant,  there  must  be  a  considerable  loss  sustained 
"  by  him ;  upon  which  the  said  Anthony  Leftoj 
**  replied,  *  Oh,  never  mind  the  sacrifice,  so  that 
"  the  estate  is  saved,*  or  the  said  Anthony  Lefror 
"  used  expressions  to  that  effect ;  that  he  (witness; 
"  has  no  doubt,  from  what  passed  between  witness 
"  and  the  said  Anthony  Lefroy  at  this  interview, 
"  but  that  he  the  said  Anthony  Lefroy  distinctly 
"  understood  the   real  nature   of  the   transactioi 
"  between  the  Appellant  and  Respondent,  and  thai 
<*  the  Appellant  was  to  have  goods,  and  not  monev, 
"  from  the  Respondent  on  the  security  of  his  saiJ 
•*  reversionary  estate ;  that  the  said  Mr.  Ser^^ant 
"  Lefroy  was  in  the  same  room  with  and  very  near 


ON   APPEALS   AND   WEITS   OF  ERROR.  ^99 

**to  witness  and  the  said   Mr.  Anthony  Lefroy,        ^835. 

*•  whilst  the  said  conversation  was  going  on  between 

**  them,  witness,  and  the  said  Mr.  Anthony  Lefroy, 

**  respecting  the  transaction  between  the  Appellant 

^*  and  Respondent ;  and  though  the  said  Mr.  Ser* 

^*  geant  Lefroy  was  engaged  in  perusing  the  said 

''  drafl,  yet,  as  the  conversation  passed  in  an  ordi* 

**  nary  tone  of  voice,  and  witness's  room,  where  the 

*^  said  interview  took  place,  is  a  very  small  one, 

^  witness  thinks  it  scarcely  possible  but  that  the 

**  said  Mr.  Sergeant  Lefroy  must  have  heard  what 

«f  was  said  by  witness  and  the  said  Anthony  Lefroy." 

The  draft  of  the  mortgage,  which  was  looked 
over  by  Mr.  Sergeant  Lefroy  during  this  interview, 
contains  a  recital  as  to  the  consideration  for  the 
deed ;  not  that  the  Respondent  had  advanced  and 
lent  to  the  Appellant  any  sum  of  money,  but  that 
the  Appellant  **is  justly  and  truly  indebted"  to 
the  Respondent  in  the  sum  of  SOOOil 

The  instructions  to  the  conveyancer  who  pre- 
pared the  draft  were  also  proved  as  an  exhibit,  and 
stated  that  the  consideration  for  the  deed  was 
goods  to  be  sold  by  the  Respondent  to  the  Ap« 
pellant,  in  the  course  of  his  trade,  to  the  amount 
of  8000/. 

The  counsel  for  the  Appellant,  at  the  hearing  of 
the  cause,  required  the  production  of  the  promis* 
sory  note  taken  by  the  Respondent  from  the  Ap-* 
pellant  at  the  same  time  with  the  mortgage.  That 
note,  on  being  produced,  was  found  to  be  in  the 
following  terms :  — 

"  ^  8000.  «  London,  24th  Oct  1828. 

<*  I  promise  to  pay  the  sum  of  eight  thousand 

<*  pounds   to  Mr.  Thomas   Hamlet  or  order  on 


shop  prices,  and  were  freely  selected 
pellaa^  and  that  the  articles  were  of  ti 
of  SOOOi  Three  of  these  witnesses, 
connected  with  the  Respondent,  but  s 
value  of  such  articles,  deposed  that  tl 
amined  and  valued  them  while  in  i 
Mr.  Robins's  bankers,  and  that  they 
full  value  of  the  prices  charged  by  Mr 

The  catalogue  of  the  sale  by  auci 
given  in  evidence,  and  showed  that  tt; 
question  formed  at  the  sale  7^  lots  oul 
of  similar  articles  then  put  up  for  sa 
auction  by  Mr.  Robins. 

On  the  hearing  of  the  cause  the  A 
lied  upon  the  cases  of  Barker  v.  Va 
Mr.  Brown's  Chancery  Reports,  and 
Dart,  in  Equity  Cases  Abridged,  and 
and  admitted  principle  of  equity,  as  a 
support  of  the  relief  sought  by  his  bil 
Respondent,  on  the  other  hand,  insist) 
dealing  between  Appellant  and  Respo 
a  mere  bond  Jide  sale  of  goods  in  th 
Respondent's  trade.  And  the  Resp 
insisted  that  Lord  Lorton  must  be  tal 
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that  the  father's  privity  took  the  case  out  of  the  }^^' 
principle  on  which  relief  is  given  in  similar  cases. 
And  further,  that  the  pressure  of  the  Appellant^s 
necessities  must  be  considered  to  have  ceased  from 
the  time  when  his  friends  were  prepared  to  have 
redeemed  the  goods  from  Mr.  Robins,  and  that  he 
was  therefore  bound  to  have  kept  the  goods  to 
await  the  hearing  and  result  of  his  first  suit 

The  Lord  Chancellor,  after  the  evidence  had 
been  read,  and  the  case  argued,  having  taken  time 
to  consider  his  judgment,  on  the  21st  of  January, 
1834,  ordered  and  decreed  "  that  the  Plaintiff^s 
"  bill  do  stand  dismissed  out  of  court,  without 
**  costs,  and  that  the  injunction  granted  should  be 
"  dissolved/' 

Against  this  decree  the  appeal  was  brought. 
For  the  Appellant  Sir  TV.  HornCj  Mr.  Pember^ 
ton,  (and  Mr.  B.  Parry. ^ 

It   was  proved  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant 
that  the  transaction  proceeded  from  a  negotiation 
with  the  Respondent  for  a  loan  of  money ;    it  is 
not  the  case  of  a  sale  of  goods  in  the  course  of  the 
Respondent's  trade,  but  an  advancement  of  goods 
instead  of  money  to  supply  the  Appellant's  neces- 
sities ;  and  under  the  mask  of  trading,  a  method 
of  lending  money  at  an  extraordinary  rate  of  in- 
terest,   the   Respondent  taking  advantage  of  the 
Appellant's  necessities.     The  very  nature  of  the 
goods  must  have  satisfied  the  Respondent  that  the 
Appellant's  object  was  not  to  obtain  goods,  but  an 
advance  of  money.     They  comprised  many  articles 
of  the  same  class ;  for  example,    three   diamond 
necklaces,   a  diamond  and  ruby  necklace,  and  a 
pearl  necklace,  and  the  price  of  the  latter  alone 
exceeded  1500/.     Did  the  Respondent,  an  inteU 
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1833.  ligent  tradesman  and  man  of*  the  world,  suppoie 
that  the  Appellant  mortgaged  his  reversion  with  i 
power  of  sale,  insured  his  life  at  a  considenUe 
cost,  and  gave  warrants  of  attorney  for  both  Eng- 
land and  Ireland,  so  that  neither  be  nor  his  pro- 
perty could  have  any  escape,  at  a  time  that  he 
was  separated  from  his  fkmily,  and  had  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  Respondent  disposed  of  his  only 
present  resource,  the  annuity  provided  for  him  out 
of  the  family  estates  on  the  resettlement  of  them 
•^—  did  he  suppose  that  the  Appellant  entered  into 
such  liabiHties  and  paid  an  attorney's  bill  to  the 
amount  of  400/.  in  order  to  play  with  such  toys  ^ 
diamond,  ruby,  and  pearl  necklaces  ?  The  Re- 
spondent well  knew  that  the  Appellant  obtained 
them  only  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  his  urgeot 
occasions  for  money.  The  extent,  as  well  ts  the 
nature  of  the  purchase,  proved  it.  In  this  all^ 
purchase  of  such  costly  articles  of  taste,  the  Ap- 
pellant's attorney  selected  most  of  the  articles, 
and  according  to  his  evidence,  wished  to  avdd 
jewellery,  and  to  obtain  plate  as  a  more  ready  money 
article ;  but  this  the  Respondent's  shopman  wouU 
not  permit. 

The  goods  were  detained  for  a  month  till  the 
deeds  were  registered,  and  the  attorney's  biB 
paid  —  a  singular  mode  of  treating  a  customer 
for  8000/.  worth  of  jewellery,  &c.  with  read? 
money,  for  the  securities  carried  interest  imffl^ 
diately;  therefore  as  against  the  Appellant  it  wa* 
a  ready  money  transaction.  The  conclusion  vAf 
be  readily  anticipated.  These  diamond  necklace? 
and  other  articles  of  taste  were  sent  by  the  R^ 
spondent  to  the  office  of  the  Appellant^s  attornev; 
from  his  office  they  quickly  found  their  ^w  tod< 
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auctioneer's  warehouse,  and  having  been,  as  thtf  1895. 
phrase  is,  submitted  to  public  auction^  they  were 
sold  at  excellent  prices ;  but  the  result  to  the  Ap- 
pellant was  so  ruinous  that  it  would  have  been 
acting  mercifully  towards  him  if  the  Respondent 
had  at  once  deducted  60  per  cent  from  the  SOOOiL 
proposed  to  be  advanced  and  taken  a  security  for 
the  8000/.  at  five  per  cent,  interest.  Such  plaid^ 
straight-forward  dealing,  would  have  saved  the 
Appellant  from  much  vexation,  and  have  put  him 
in  possession  of  some  additional  hundreds  of  pounds. 
Unless,  as  Lord  Chancellor  King  observed  on 
another  occasion,  we  blow  up  as  with  gunpowder 
this  branch  of  equitable  jurisdiction,  this  trans^* 
action  cannot  stand.  Where,  as  in  a  case  like  this, 
a  shopkeeper  knows  that  the  sale  of  his  goods  in 
his  shop  is  nominal,  and  that  they  must  be  really 
sold  in  a  very  different  market,  equity  relieves 
against  a  pretended  sale  in  the  shop,  and  treats  it 
as  a  loan  having  an  usurious  tendency,  and  as  a 
catching  bargain,  and  allows  him  only  the  sum 
realised  by  the  sale  in  that  market,  to  which  he 
knew  they  were  destined. 

The  Appellant  was  an  expectant  heir.  It  is 
not  denied  that  an  expectant  heir  may  mortgage 
his  expectancies  for  a  bondjide  advance  of  money ; 
but  he  cannot  borrow  money  in  the  shape  of  goods, 
and  then  mortgage  his  expectant  property  to  se- 
cure the  amount  of  the  bill.  A  sale  by  him  out 
and  out  of  his  reversion  at  an  undervalue  cannot 
be  maintained ;  a  mortgage  is  a  partial  sale,  and 
may  operate  as  a  total  alienation,  and  therefore  is 
governed  by  the  same  rule.  This  was  simply  an 
attempt  to  evade  the  rule  and  to  secure  to  the  Be- 
.  '^londent  some  25  or  30  per  cent  principal^  beyond 
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what  he  actually  parted  with.  The  transactioa 
was  not  such  as  induced  the  Respondent  to  consult 
his  own  regular  professional  advisers,  but  he  put 
the  matter  into  the  hands  of  a  Mr.  Newland,  who 
exacted  400/.  for  his  costs,  of  which  he  was  after- 
wards  compelled  by  law  to  refund  lOii.  The 
Respondent  was  throughout  aware  that  the  Ap- 
pellant was  a  young  man  unmarried,  and  not  a 
housekeeper  ;  and  that  he  was  not  living  under  the 
control  of  his  father.  While  this  very  transaction 
was  in  progress,  the  Appellant  was  compelled 
by  necessity,  as  the  Respondent  knew,  to  sell 
the  whole  of  the  provision  made  for  him  onlj 
shortly  before,  on  his  coming  of  age,  and  joining 
in  resettling  the  family  property,  and  he  was  there- 
fore wholly  destitute  of  any  present  means  of  sul>- 
sistence.  The  transaction  commenced  in  an  appli- 
cation for  a  loan  of  only  5000/.  lent  money,  and 
it  was  increased  to  8000/.,  because  the  proposed 
loan  having  changed  its  character,  it  w^as  neces- 
sary to  enlarge  the  amount  to  8000/.,  in  the  de- 
lusive hope  that  it  would  realise  5000/.  ;  but  to 
the  Appellant  the  produce  was  only  2730/.  The 
Respondent  did  not  even  make  his  custoinarv 
rebate  of  5/.  per  cent,  for  ready  money,  which  la 
this  case  would  have  amounted  to  400/.,  although 
the  mortgage  carried  interest  at  51.  per  cent,  from 
its  date. 

The  real  nature  of  the  transaction  could  not 
be  stated  with  safety.  In  the  mortgage,  there- 
fore, the  Respondent  describes  himself  not  as  a 
goldsmith  in  Sidney's  Alley,  but  as  an  esquire,  in 
Cavendish  Square.  It  states,  not  a  dealing  tor 
goods,  but  a  debt  from  the  Appellant  to  the  Re- 
spondent of  8000/.,  and  the  Appellant  is  made 


ON   APPEALS   AND   WRITS   OF   ERROR. 


605 


KINO 
HAMLET, 


in  the  body  of  the  deed  to  admit  the  receipt  of       1835- 
the  8000A,  and  a  receipt  is  endorsed  on  the  deed, 
and  signed  by  the  Appellant,  which,  contrary  to 
the  truth  of  the  transaction,  represents  the-  money, 
the  8000/,,  as  then  paid  down.     Advantage  was 
taken  of  the  Appellant's  necessities,  not  only  by 
the  substitution  of  jewellery  for  money,  and  by 
the  retention  of  goods,  until  Mr.  Newland's  de- 
mand of  400/.  was  satisfied,  but  also  by  the  op- 
■pressive  nature  of  the  securities.     Powers  of  sale 
of  the  Appellant's  reversion  in  the  family  estates 
in  case   of  default  in  payment  of  even  any  half 
year's  interest  —  policies  of  insurance  for  8000/., 
—  warrants  of  attorney  for  entering  up  judgments 
against   him    in   England  and  Ireland  —  a  judg- 
ment in  Ireland  —  a  promissory  note  for  8000/. 
payable  on  demand,  although  by  the  deed  three 
years*    credit   was   given  —  all  attest  the  griping 
nature  of  the  transaction,  and  the  absolute  domi- 
nion which  the  Appellant's  necessities  had  given 
the  Respondent  over  him.     Is  then  this  a  case, 
in  which  a  court  of  equity  cannot  or  ought  not 
to  relieve  ?     Barker  v.  Vansommer  *  :  The  Duke 
of  Ancaster's  case. 

Even  assuming,  contrary  to  the  fact,  that  the 
Appellant's  father  was  informed  by  the  Respond- 
ent or  his  agents  of  the  real  nature  of  the  trans- 
action,  it  would  not  afford  a  sufficient  reason  for 
witholding  all  relief  from  the  Appellant.  The 
father's  knowledge  cannot  destroy  the  son's  equity. 
Where  the  transaction  is  behind  the  father's  back, 
it  is  in  general  a  circumstance  against  the  lender, 
and  forms  an  additional  reason  for  the  case  being 
struck  at  by  public  policy ;  but  it  was  never  de- 

•  1  B.  C.  C.  149. 
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1895.      nied  that  the  equity  is  that  of  the  heir.     Even  as* 
Burning  that  Lord  Lorton's  object  was  to  obtain  a 
power  over  the  Appellant's  expectant  estate,  and 
that  with  such  view  he  encouraged  the  Respond- 
ent to  furnish  the  Appellant  with   goods  to  the 
amount  o£  8000/.  on  security  of  that  expectant 
estate,  in  order  that  he  (Lord  Lorton)  might  after- 
wards  get  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage,  tbe 
Appellant  had  no  knowledge  of  his  fathei^s  views 
or  interference,  and  such  interference  cannot  de- 
feat his  own  equity  to  be  relieved  from  the  im> 
position  practised  upon  him.     In  truth  Lord  Lor^ 
toOf  as  ihe  evidence  proves,  never  did  know  that 
it  was  intended  to  advance  goods  and  not  money 
to  his  son ;   and  when  the  real  transaction  was 
disclosed  to  him  he  refused  any  assistance  to  his 
son  except  upon  the  condition  that  the  Respcmdeot 
would  take  back  the  goods,  which  he  refused  to 
do.     And  now  the  Respondent's  equity  is  made  to 
rest   upon  the   communications    with  the  father. 
Such  a  defence  only  the  more  strongly  marks  the 
nature  of  the  case  against  the  Appellant, 

The  subsequent  sale  of  the  goods  by  the  Appel- 
lant, though  it  might  modify,  is  not  suflScient  to 
deprive  the  Appellant  of  the  relief  which  equity  af- 
fords to  expectant  heirs  against  oppressive  bargains. 
The  sale  did  not  put  it  out  of  the  power  of  the 
Court  to  administer  a  specific  measure  of  relief, 
since  the  cost  price  and  the  sale  price  (which  in- 
cludes the  manufacturer's  and  shop  profit  of  tbe 
goods),  and  also  the  value  upon  a  sale  by  public 
auction,  and  the  expenses  attending  such  a  sale, 
all  distinctly  appeared  in  evidence.  The  Respondent 
himself  occasioned  the  sale,  by  his  refusal  to  take 
back  the  goods  and  rescind  the  transaction. 
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There  are  no  circumstances  in  this  case  to  jus-  1835. 
tify  the  conclusion  that  the  pressure  of  the  Appel- 
lant's necessities  ceased  from  the  time  he  offered  v. 
to  return  the  goods  to  the  Respondent  On  the  "^"'■*' 
contrary,  it  was  proved  tliat  the  AppeUant  con- 
tinued wholly  destitute  of  any  present  property  or 
income  until  December  1829  ;  and  it  also  appeared 
in  evidence  that  the  offer  of  assistance  from  the 
Appellant's  friends  to  redeem  the  goods  from  Mr, 
Robins  was  conditional,  and  depended  on  the  Re-^^ 
spondent's  agreeing  to  receive  back  the  goods. 
This  he  refused  to  do,  and  the  Appellant  was  left 
to  his  fate.  And  if  his  father's  qualified  offer, 
which  was  not  accepted,  is  to  deprive  him  of  his 
equitable  title  to  relief^  it  will  in  future  deter 
parents  from  offering  in  such  cases  a  reasonable 
assistance  to  their  sons ;  since,  if  it  should  prove 
ineffectual,  it  would  be  made  the  ground  of  up- 
holding the  very  transaction  which  it  was  their 
object  to  avoid.  Such  a  doctrine,  is  against  prin- 
ciple, and  altogether  unsanctioned  by  legal  au- 
thority. 

For  the   Respondent,    Mr.    Knight   and   Mr. 
Stuart. 

Lord  Lorton  was  fully  aware  of  the  transaction, 
or  at  least  had  notice  enough  to  prompt  inquiry. 
It  must,  therefore,  be  assumed,  that  he  knew  his  son 
was  raising  money  upon  his  reversion.  He  might 
have  redeemed,  or  enabled  his  son  to  redeem  the 
goods,  but  they  preferred  that  Mr.  Hamlet  should 
be  the  lender.  The  produce  of  the  sale  was  paid 
to  Bridges  and  Mason,  and  carried  to  Lord  Loiton's 
account  at  first,  although  the  Respondent  had  the 
benefit  of  it  afterwards.  To  one  of  the  parties 
who  went  to  the  Respondent's  solicitor  on  behalf  of 

s  s  4 


608  CASES   IN   THE   HOUS&    OF    LOHDS 

18S5.      Lord  Lorton,  it  was  mentioned  that  the  transacfiod 
was  to  be  in  goods  —  is  it  probable  that  this  vas 
not  communicated?    This  is   not,  like  the  cases 
cited,  a  sale  of  a  reversion  ot  post  obit  transactiofl: 
it  is  a  sale  of  goods  at  money  price,  or  at  roost  a 
borrowing  of  money  at  interest,  for  which  a  rever- 
sionar}'  security  is  given.      The    doctrine  as  to 
expectant  heirs,  that  where  a  reversion  is  bougbt 
otherwise  than  by  auction,   the    purchaser  must 
shew  that  the  full  value  is  given,  has  been  carried 
to  an  unreasonable  extent,  prejudicial  to  the  parties 
for  whose  benefit  it  was  supposed  to  be  made,  and 
has  been  much  regretted.     It  was  a  rule  borrowed 
from  the  Roman  law,  or  a  supposed  necessity  for 
protecting  young  heirs ;  where  advantage  was  takes 
of  the  distress  or  inexperience  of  the  party,  the 
bargain  was  annulled,  especially  where  the  father 
is  uninformed  of  the  transaction.     Such  are  the 
doctrines  alluded  to  in  Cole  v.  Gibson* j    Tuisktm 
v.  Griffith  t,    CJiesterfield  v.  J  arts  en  t  ;     but  the^ 
doctrines  have  no  application  to  the  present  ca.se. 
The  father  had  knowledge,  or  might  have  knov^ii 
from  his  agents.     Nor  is  it  within  the  principle  of 
Barker  v.  Vansommer :  the  transaction  in  that  case 
was  considered  and  treated  as  a  disguise  for  usurv. 
In  this  case  the  Appellant  and  his  father  sutfereJ 
the  goods  to  be  sold  at  a  loss,  and  are  not  now  in  a 
condition  to  ask  for  relief     None  has  ever  been 
given,  but  in  Barker  v,  Vansomme7\  except  on  the 
principle  of  restoration,  and   that   was    a  case  oi 
fraud  and  usury, 

Gowland  v.  De  Faria  §  was  cited  as  to  costs. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,   the  following 
observations  were  made : — 

♦  3  P.  W.  29S. ;  1  Ves.  503.  t   1  P,  W.  310. 

1  Atk.  352.;  2  Ves.  125.  §   17  Ves.  20. 
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•   Lord  Lyndhurst. — The  depositions  of  Anthony       18S^. 
Lefroy  are  loose  and  inaccurate  in  every  part.    For 
instance,  he  says  that  he  did  not  "  before  or  after 
the  month  of  December/*  &c.,  which  leaves  Decem- 
ber untouched.     In  all  the  cases,  the  value  of  the 
advance  is  returned.     In  Barker  v.  Vansommerj  it 
appeared  that  the  goods  were  exorbitantly  over- 
valued.    Lord '  Thurlow   in  that   case  speaks  of 
usury ;  but  it  is  necessary  to  look  to  the  facts,  in 
order  to   estimate   the   value  of  the  expression. 
Here  the  father  knew  that  the  son  was  negotiating 
a  loan,  and  proposing  security  upon  his  reversion. 
They  had  possession  of  the  goods  at  the  time  of 
filing  the  original  bill,  and  sold  them  afterwards, 
having  the  power  to  redeem  them.     Suppose  King 
had  been  in  possession  of  the  goods,  would  he  have 
been  justified  in  selling  them  after  Hamlet  had 
refused  to  take  them  back  ?     What  difference  does 
it  make,  that  they  were  pledged  to  Robins  ?     The 
father  and  son  had  the  power  to  redeem  them. 

Lord  Brougham. — Davis  v.  Duke  of  MarU 
borough  *,  comes  near  to  this  case.  E.  Portmore 
V.  Taylor  t  is  distinct.  Here  the  price  of  the  goods 
being  fair,  it  would  not  be  a  case  of  usury.  The 
Appellant  in  his  argument,  treats  it  sometimes  as  a 
dealing  for  a  reversion,  sometimes  as  a  shift  for 
usury.  If  a  tradesman  knows  that  a  customer  is  a 
pauper,  and  sells  him  goods  at  a  fair  price,  taking 
a  security,  can  such  a  transaction  be  void  ?  The 
father  knew  or  might  have  known  by  inquiry  that 
the  dealing  was  for  goods.  As  to  this  fact,  you 
cannot  put  the  absence  of  recollection  of  one  wit- 
ness against  the  positive  oath  of  another.  Part  of 
the  price  of  the  goods  was  carried  to  the  account 

*  2  Swan.  139.  t  *  Sim.  182. 
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18S5.  of  Lord  Lorton  :  was  not  this  an  affirmance  of  the 
contract  ?  The  case  ought  to  be  well  considered, 
if  it  touches  upon  former  decisions  ;  but  the  gen^ 
ral  principle  is  not  simply  involved*  It  is  a  case 
of  special  circumstances. 


On  the  5th  of  September,  the  decree  was 
affirmed.  Lord  Lyndhurst  observing  that  he  had 
heard  and  considered  the  arguments,  and  carefullf 
and  deliberately  afterwards  read  over  the  papeni 
and  the  elaborate  judgment  of  Lord  Brougham 
pronounced  in  the  Court  below  *,  and  that  he  saw 
no  ground  to  dissent  from  that  j  udgment,  and  that 
the  costs  ought  to  follow  from  the  nature  of  the 
case. 

Lord  Brougham  said  that  costs  usually  are  giveo 
where  fraud  is  imputed,  but  as  the  litigation  had 
been  to  a  certain  degree,  encouraged  by  the  opi- 
nions expressed  upon  the  application  for,  and  the 
granting  of  the  injunction,  and  no  costs  were  wen 
in  the  Court  below,  the  decree  ought  to  be  aflBrraed 
without  costs. 

Decree  affirmed  without  costs. 

♦  2  Myl.  &  K.  4^56. 
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1835. 


►  Respondents. 


IRELAND. 

(COURT   OF   CHANCERY.) 

The  Reverend  John  Bouverie  and  1 

Sir  Thomas  Staples,  Baronet    -  J  ^PP^^^*^: 

The  Right  Honourable  Hector  " 
John  Graham,  Earl  of  Norbury, 
the  Hon.  F.  Ponsonby,  John 
Lord  Ponsonby,  and  Fanny  his 
wife.  Geo.  Cockburn,  Charles 
Duke  of  Dorset,  Cornelius 
Viscount  Lismore,  George  Earl 
of  Jersey,  the  Right  Hon.  W. 
RussEL,  commonly  called  Lord 
William  Russel,  Charles  Earl 
Grey,  and  Mary  Elizabeth  his 
wife,  Henry  Hamilton,  Arthur 
Dawson,  Georgiana  Lady  Pon- 
sonby, and  William  Ponsonby, 
Richard  Lord  Bishop  of  Derry, 
and  Frances  his  wife,  the  Hon. 
Geo.  Ponsonby,  William  B. 
Ponsonby,  Harriet  C.  Ponson- 
by, and  LousiA  Ponsonby    -    - 

P.  by  will  devised  his  estate  of  B.  to  his  eldest  son  L,  charged 
with  2O9OOO/.,  and  interest  from  the  day  of  his  death  as  a 
legacy,  which  he  bequeathed  to  G.  a  younger  son.  His 
lands  in  C*  he  devised  to  L  subject  to  the  incumbrances  then 
a  charge  thereon,  and  to  the  payment  of  all  such  debts  as  he 
might  owe  at  his  decease,  and  also  to  pay  G.  1000/.  yearly 
during  the  life  of  his  wife.  He  directed  that  his  house  at  H. 
should  be  sold,  and  the  produce  applied  towards  the  discharge 
of  his  said  debts ;  and  as  to  all  the  residue  of  his  fortune, 
both  real  and  personal,  he  devised  and  bequeathed  the  same 
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of  10,000/.  WBB  well  charged  no  the  lands  in 
neredirected  of  what  was  due  for  the  legacy  ai 
affecting  the  lands  in  C.  prior  to  the  legacy, 
the  debts  and  legacies  of  the  testator  affec 
and  their  prioritiet,  &c.,  and  of  the  personal 
Master  accordingly  found  and  set  forth  in  : 
report,  the  legacies  and  debts  affecting  the 
priorities,  and  the  judgment>bond  and  simph 
owing  by  the  testator  at  his  death,  and  wht 
the  legacy  ;  but  that  no  evidence  as  to  hia 
had  been  laid  before  him.  Upon  further  i 
ordered  that  in  default  of  payment  the  land: 
and  out  of  the  produce  that  the  judgment 
should  be  paid,  and  that  iKe  plaintiff  should  I 
due  upon  his  legacy,  &c. 
In  this  Etage  of  the  proceedings,  it  was  discov 
incumbered  the  lands  before  the  filing  of  th< 
make  no  valid  election,  whereupon  a  suppl 
filed,  praying  that  if  the  creditors  of  I.  would 
Oeraands,  and  by  rea^ion  of  the  incumbrance 
could  not  be  sold,  then  that  the  lands  at  B.,  a 
thereof  devised  to  I.  should  be  sold  to  satisfy 
the  decree  in  this  suit,  it  was  ordered  that 
fee-simple  estate  of  the  testator,  should  be  i 
poses  expressed  in  the  former  decree,  and  i 
insufficient  to  satisfy  the  debts  and  legacies,  I. 
the  will  of  his  father,  and  disabled  himself 
valid  election  between  the  lands  in  C.  and  the 
estate  at  B.  that  the  debts  and  l^acies,  Ac-  ai 
on  the  reversion'  of  I.  in  the  estate  at  B.,  ai 
should  be  raised  by  sale  thereof,  and   a  refe 
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af^er  the  judgment  debts  remaining  unpaid  by  sale  of  the         1835* 

other  fee-simple  estates  of  the  testator.     Objections  to  this 

report,  and  afterwards  (according  to  ttie  practice  in  Ireland,} 

a  motion  was  made  to  set  aside  the  report,  or  that  it  might       MonBOftT. 

be  sent  back  to  be  varied  and  amended :  but  the  motion  was 

refused,  and  that  decision  was  affirmed  upon  appeal. 


JljY  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  bearing  date 
respectively  1st  and  2d  of  September,  1743,  Bra- 
bazon  Earl  of  Besborough  conveyed  the  barony 
and  manor  of  Inchiquin,  containing  several  de- 
nominations of  land  in  the  deed  particularly  men- 
tioned^ situate  in  the  county  of  Cork,  and  amongst 
others,  the  towns  and  lands  of  Aghavine,  Bryades, 
Ballymorrisheen,  Cooleloughfinny,  Cornweagh, 
Gortcorkeran,  and  Garranjames,  part  of  the  said 
barony  or  manor  of  Inchiquin,  to  the  use  of  his 
second  son  John  Ponsonby  for  life,  and  after  his 
decease  (subject  to  the  jointure  of  1,200/.  thereby 
provided  for  his  wife  Lady  Elizabeth  Cavendish) 
to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  said 
John  Ponsonby,  by  the  said  Lady  Elizabeth  Caven- 
dish, severally  and  successively  in  tail  male. 

There  was  issue  of  the  marriage  William  Braba- 
zon  Ponsonby  the  eldest  son,  (afterwards  the  Right 
Honourable  William  Brabazoit  Lord  Ponsonby) 
and  several  other  children.  WiUiam  Brabazon 
Ponsonby  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years  in 
176.5,  and  by  an  indenture,  bearing  date  the  6th 
of  November,  1769>  John  Ponsonby  and  William 
Brabazon  Ponsonby  made  a  tenant  to  the  precipe 
for  suffering  a  recovery,  and  in  Michaelmas  term, 
1769,  a  recovery  was  suffered,  pursuant  to  such 
indenture,  of  the  said  barony,  manor  and  lands  in 
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L/uif,  uei:iiirt:u  lu  enure,  iv  suuii  uses  i 
declared  by  any  deed  to  be  thereafter  < 
the  said  John  Ponsonby  and  Willian 
Fonsonby  jointly. 

William  Brabazon  Ponsonby,  short! 
Buflfering  of  the  said  recovery  married  t 
able  Louisa  Molesworth,  and  by  iD< 
lease  and  release,  dated  the  5th  and  6th 
ber,  1769,  (being  the  settlement  msu 
marriage)  John  Ponsonby  and  Willian 
Ponsonby,  conveyed  the  manor  and  It 
chiquin  in  the  county  of  Cork  (except 
town  lands  before  mentioned  to  have 
cepted  in  said  indenture  of  the  6th  of 
1769*)  subject  to  the  jointure  thereby  p 
Louisa  Molesworth,  and  a  term  for  sec 
the  use  of  John  Ponsonby  for  his  lifl 
mainder  to  William  Brabazon  Ponson 
life,  with  remainder  (subject  to  an 
jointure  to  Louisa  Molesworth,  and  to 
500  years)  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  oti 
William  Brabazon'  Ponsonby,  by  L^u 
tended  wife,  severally  and  successively  i 
with  various  remainders  over,  and  witi 
mate  remainder  or  reversion  to  John 
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the  trusts  of  the  term  of  500  years  were  declared  1835. 
to  be,  for  raising  and  securing  the  additional  an- 
nuity for  Louisa  Molesworth,  and  the  annuity  to 
be  appointed  to  George  Ponsonby,  and  subject 
thereto^  for  raising  8,000/.  as  portions  for  younger 
children,  in  such  shares  and  proportions,  and  in 
such  events,  as  William  Brabazon  Ponsonby  should 
by  any  deed,  to  be  by  him  duly  executed,  or  by 
his  last  will  and  testament  duly  executed  and  at- 
tested, direct  or  appoint  i  and  by  the  same  inden- 
ture it  was  declared  that  the  recovery  suffered  by 
John  and  William  Brabazon  Ponsonby,  in  Michael- 
mas term,  I769f  should  enure,  to  the  uses  declared 
by  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  6th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1769. 

There  was  issue  of  the  last  mentioned  marriage 
John  Brabazon  Ponsonby  the  eldest  son,  (the  Re- 
spondent Lord  Ponsonby)  and  several  other  chil- 
dren. 

In  Trinity  term,  1777f  John  Ponsonby  the  elder 
and  WiUiam  Brabazon  Ponsonby  suffered  a  re- 
covery of  the  towns  and  lands  of  Aghavine, 
Bryades,  Ballymorrisheen,  Cooleloughfinny,  Gort- 
corkeran,  and  Garryjames,  (being  the  seven  town 
lands  excepted  from  the  recovery  and  settlement 
of  1769)  and  by  the  deed  to  lead  the  uses  of  such 
recovery,  being  an  indenture  of  release  of  the  24th 
of  May,  1777,  it  was  declared,  that  such  recovery, 
when  suffered,  should  enure,  to  and  for  such  uses 
and  estates  as  should  be  declared  by  any  deed, 
to  be  executed  jointly  by  John  Ponsonby  and 
William  Brabazon  Ponsonby  under  their  hands  and 
seals ;  and  by  an  indenture  of  release  bearing  date 
16th  June,  1777,  executed  by  John  Ponsonby  and 
William  Brabazon  Ponsonby,  they  conveyed  the 


616 


CA8BS  IN   THE   HOUSE    OF    LORDS 

1835.       last  mentioned  seven  town  lands  to  William  Barton 
BouvuiB      ^^d  Sackville  Hamilton  (parties  thereto^)  to  ml 
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upon  certain  uses  and  trusts  therein  mentioiiei 
with  a  power  to  John  Ponsonby  and  WiUiiK 
Brabazon  Ponsonby,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  tn 
revoke  such  uses  and  trusts  and  appoint  otheri: 
which  power  was  exercised  by  William  BrabaM 
Ponsonby,  after  his  father's  death,  by  a  deed  pdi: 
dated  the  20th  of  June,  1788,  whereby  he  y 
pointed  the  last  mentioned  seven  town  lands  t»' 
himself  in  fee. 

John  Ponsonby  the  elder,  by  his  will  beariif 
date  the  5th  of  July,  1781»  (in  pursuance  of  the 
power  reserved  to  him  by  the  settlement  of  tbeAl 
of  October,  1769,)  charged  the  settled  estates i^ 
an  annuity  of  300/.  yearly  to  be  raised  and  piii- 
thereout  to  his  second  son  George  Ponsonby  fir 
his  life;  and  shortly  afterwards  died,  without 
having  altered  or  revoked  his  will. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  bearing  date 
the  19th  and  20th  of  January,  1803,  (being  the 
settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  John  Brabazon 
Ponsonby  with  Lady  Fanny  Villiers)  William  Bra- 
bazon Ponsonby  and  John  Brabazon  Ponsooby 
conveyed  the  manor  of  Inchiquin,  and  the  laoi 
before  mentioned,  situate  in  the  countv  of  Cork, 
(except  the  seven  town  lands  excepted  and  re- 
served  in  and  by  the  settlement  of  the  Gth  of  De- 
cember, 1769,  and  reserving  also  out  of  the  grant 
and  conveyance  seven  other  town  lands,  part  of  the 
said  manor  lands,  (that  is  to  say)  the  town  and  lands 
of  Kilnatoragh,  Bally varrigheitra,  Drissanraorc^ 
Drissenbeg,  Mullarys,  Ballycoleman,  and  Barni- 
coley  East,  which  seven  denominations  of  lanJs 
last  mentioned  it  was  thereby  declared  were  uot 
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intended  to  pass  by  any  general  words  in  the  said  18S5. 
deed  contained,  but  were  to  remain  subject  to  such 
uses,  trusts,  and  pui'poses  as  might  thereafter  be  ^^  »• 
limited  and  expressed  respecting  the  same  by 
William  Brabazon  Ponsonby  and  John  Brabazon 
Ponsonby  his  son),  to  the  use  (subject  to  the 
jointure  of  800/.  of  Louisa  Ponsonby,  and  the 
jointure  thereby  provided  for  Lady  Fanny  Villiers) 
of  William  Brabazon  Ponsonby  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  John  Brabazon  Ponsonby  for  his  life, 
with  remainder  (subject  to  an  intervening  term  of 
years  for  raising  younger  children's  portions)  to 
the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  John  Brabazon 
Ponsonby,  severally  and  successively  in  tail  male, 
with  similar  limitations  to  William  Ponsonby  and 
Richard  Ponsonby  (now  Bishop  of  Derry),  the 
brothers  of  John  Brabazon  Ponsonby,  and  their 
respective  sons,  and  with  the  ultimate  remainder 
or  reversion  to  William  Brabazon  Ponsonby  in 
fee* 

In  Michaelmas  term,  180^,  a  fine  was  levied, 
and  a  common  recovery  suffered,  by  William  Bra- 
bazon Ponsonby  and  John  Brabazon  Ponsonby,  of 
the  said  manor  and  lands,  except  the  seven  town- 
lands  which  were  excepted  from  the  settlement  of 
the  6th  of  December,  1769,  but  including  the 
aeven  other  townlands  which  were  excepted  in 
the  settlement  of  the  20th  of  January,  180S;  and 
it  was  by  the  last-mentioned  settlement  declared, 
that  such  fine  and  recovery,  or  any  other  fine  or 
recovery  to  be  levied  and  sufliered  of  the  said  lands, 
should  enure  to  the  uses  thereby  declared,  which  as 
to  the  seven  townlands  last  mentioned,  (that  is  to 
tay,)  the  said  towns  and  lands  of  Kilnatoragh,  Bal- 
ly varrigheitra,  Drissanmore,  Drissenbeg,  Mullarys, 
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J^S5.  Bally coleman,  and  Barnacoley  East,  were  declared 
to  be  to  such  uses  as  William  Brabazon  Ponsonby 
and  John  Brabazon  Ponsonby  should  jointly  ap- 
point. 

By  a  subsequent  indenture,  bearing  date  the 
4th  of  February,  1803,  and  which  deed  was  ex- 
ecuted  by  John  Brabazon  Ponsonby,  but  was  not 
executed  by  William  Brabazon  Ponsonby,  it  was 
expressed  that  William  Brabazon  Ponsonby  and 
John  Brabazon  Ponsonby  did  thereby  grant,  re- 
lease, and  confirm,  the  towns  and  lands  of  Kilna- 
toragh,  Ballyvarrigheitra,  Drissanmore,  Drissen- 
beg,  Mullarys,  Ballycoleman,  and  Barnacoley 
East,  unto  Viscount  Sackville  and  Lord  Lismore 
and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  to  permit  William 
Brabazon  Ponsonby  and  John  Brabazon  Pon- 
sonby during  their  lives,  by  sale  or  mortgage 
of  the  said  lands,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  raise 
such  sums  of  money  as  they  should  find  necessary 
for  their  joint  convenience;  and  in  case  John 
Brabazon  Ponsonby  should  survive  his  father, 
upon  trust  to  permit  John  Brabazon  Ponsonby, 
by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  lands,  or  such  part 
thereof  as  should  remain  unsold,  to  raise  such 
sums  of  money  as  he  should  find  necessary  or  con- 
venient for  him  to  raise ;  and  until  such  sale  or 
mortgage  should  take  place,  upon  trust  to  the  use 
of  William  Brabazon  Ponsonby  for  his  life,  with 
remainder  to  John  Brabazon  Ponsonby  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  severally 
and  successively  in  tail  male,  with  such  and  the 
same  remainders  over  as  were  expressed  and  de- 
clared of  and  concerning  the  residue  of  the  said 
manor,  lands,  and  premises,  by  the  settlement  of 
the  20th  of  January,  1803,  and  with  the  ultimate 
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remainder  or  reversion  of  and  in  the  last-mentioned        1835. 
seven  townlands,  to  the  heirs  of  William  Brabazon 
Ponsonby  :  and  it  was  declared  that  it  should  be  «^- 

lawful  for  William  Brabazon  Ponsonby  and  John 
Brabazon  Ponsonby,  by  any  writings  or  writing 
to  be  by  them  jointly  executed  under  their  hands 
and  seals,  attested  by  two  or  more  credible  wit- 
nesses, and  also  for  John  Brabazon  Ponsonby,  in 
case  he  should  survive  his  father,  by  any  writing 
under  his  hand  and  seal,  attested  as  aforesaid,  to 
revoke  or  alter  all  and  every  or  any  of  the  uses 
and  estates  thereby  limited  of  and  in  the  last-men- 
tioned several  townlands,  and  by  the  same,  or  any 
other  deed  or  deeds,  to  be  executed  by  the  said 
William  Brabazon  Ponsonby  and  John  Brabazon 
Ponsonby  jointly  as  aforesaid,  or  by  John  Brabazon 
Ponsonby  alone,  in  case  he  should  survive  his 
father,  to  appoint  other  uses  of  and  in  the  same 
townlands  and  premises. 

William  Brabazon  Ponsonby,  by  his  last  will  and 
testament,  bearing  date  23rd  December,  1803 
(executed  and  attested  so  as  to  pass  real  estates), 
after  reciting,  that  by  his  marriage  settlement  a 
sum  of  8000/.  was  provided  for  his  younger  chil- 
dren to  be  divided  amongst  them  in  such  shares  as 
-he  should  appoint,  and  reciting  that  on  the  mar- 
riage of  his  third  son  Richard  Ponsonby  (the 
Respondent  Richard  Bishop  of  Derry)  he  had 
appointed  1000/.,  part  of  the  sum  of  8000/.,  for 
the  younger  children  of  the  said  Richard,  if  two 
2000/.,  if  three  3000/.,  and  if  four  or  more  younger 
children,  4000/.,  part  of  the  said  8000/.,  the 
testator,  by  his  will,  appointed  the  remaining  4000/. 
of  the  said  sum  of  8000/.,  as  also  such  further 
parts  thereof  as  should  be  raised  on  the  contin- 
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18S5.  gency  of  the  said  Richard  not  having  a  younger 
child  or  children,  to  be  divided  equally  amongst 
his  the  said  testator's  younger  children,  namely, 
William  Ponsonby,  George  Ponsonby,  and  Mary 
Elizabeth  the  wife  of  Earl  Grey,  and  Frederic 
Ponsonby  ;  and  after  further  reciting  by  his  will 
that  he  was  seised  in  fee  of  the  towns  and  lands 
of  Aghavine,  Bryades,  Bally morrisheen,  Coole- 
righfinny,  Cornweagh,  Gortcorkeran,  Garry- 
james,  Bally varigheightra,  Kilnatoragh,  Drissen- 
more,  Drissenbeg,  MuUarys,  Ballycolmen,  and 
Barnageetry  East,  situate  in  the  county  of  Cork, 
(which  were  the  several  townlands  which  were 
excepted  and  reserved  out  of  said  settlements  of 
1796  and  1803  respectively),  and  also  reciting 
that  he  was  seised  in  fee  of  the  estate  of  Bishop's 
Court,  with  Clarke  Paddock,  and  of  a  freehold 
interest  under  the  representatives  of  Mason  Gerrard 
of  the  lands  of  Oughterrard,  in  the  county  of 
Kildare,  and  that  he  was  seised  in  fee  of  an  un- 
divided moiety  of  an  estate  in  the  county  of  Lon- 
donderry, the  said  testator  did,  by  his  said  will, 
devise  the  said  several  lands  situate  in  the  county 
of  Cork  to  Peter  Metge  of  Athbany  in  the  county 
of  Meath,  Esquire,  and  Denis  Bowes  Daly,  and 
the  survivor  of  them,  and  to  the  heirs  of  such  sur- 
vivor, upon  trust,  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
said  lands  to  pay  to  his  wife,  Louisa  Lady  Pon- 
sonby, an  annuity  of  400/.  in  addition  to  the  jointure 
provided  for  her  by  her  marriage  settlement,  and 
a  principal  sum  of  600/.  to  be  paid  to  his  said  wife 
upon  the  day  after  his  decease.  He  devised  his 
estate  of  Bishop's  Court,  and  the  other  premises  be- 
fore mentioned  of  which  he  was  seised  or  possessed, 
situate  in  the  county  of  Kildare,  to  his  wife  for 
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the  term   of  her  life  ;   and  after  her  decease,  he       1835. 
devised  the  same  to  his  eldest  son,  John  Brabazon 
Ponsonby,  and  his  heirs,  subject  to  the  payment  «'• 

of  a  sum  of  20,000/.  to  his  the  testator's  fourth 
son  George  Ponsonby  the  younger,  which  he  thereby 
charged  on  the  Bishop's  Court  estate,  with  interest 
for  the  same  at  the  rate  of  51.  per  cent,  from  the 
day  of  the  death  of  his  wife :  he  devised  to  his 
eldest  son  his  county  of  Cork  estate,  meaning 
thereby  the  fourteen  townlands  in  his  will  men- 
tioned, subject  to  the  incumbrances  then  charge- 
able thereon,  and  to  the  payment  of  all  such  debts 
as  he  said  the  testator  should  owe  at  the  time  of 
his  death ;  and  also  if  his  wife,  Lady  Louisa  Pon- 
sonby, should  survive  him,  to  pay  to  his  son,  the 
said  George  Ponsonby,  1000/.  yearly,  during  the 
life  of  his  wife,  with  power  to  the  said  George 
to  levy  and  recover  the  same  by  distress  or  other- 
wise as  he  might  be  advised  :  he  devised  his  estate 
in  the  county  of  Londonderry  to  his  second  son 
William  Ponsonby,  upon  a  condition  in  the  will 
mentioned  ;  and  he  bequeathed  to  his  wife  during 
her  life  his  plate  and  fixtures,  and  after  her  death 
he  bequeathed  the  same  to  his  eldest  son  John 
Brabazon  Ponsonby ;  and  did  also  bequeath  to  his 
wife  all  his  household  furniture,  and  all  such  horses 
and  carriages  as  he  should  die  possessed  of^  and 
such  stock  as  should  be  on  his  demesne  of  Bishop's 
Court  at  his  death ;  and  he  thereby  directed  that 
his  house  in  Henrietta  Street  should  be  sold,  and 
that  the  money  arising  therefrom  should  be  applied 
towards  payment  of  his  said  debts ;  and  all  the 
residue  of  his  property  the  said  testator  bequeathed 
to  Peter  Metge  and  Denis  Bowes  Daly,  for  the 
purpose   of  being  sold,   and   the   money   arising 
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1835.  therefrom  to  be  applied  towards  payment  of  his 
debts,  in  ease  of  his  real  estates  ;  and  he  appointed 
his  wife  sole  executrix ;  and  by  a  paragraph  added 
to  the  willy  immediately  before  the  execution  and 
publication,  the  testator,  as  a  further  provision  for 
the  Respondent  Frederick  Ponsonby,  bequeathed 
to  the  last-named  Respondent  a  sum  of  10,OOOiLto 
be  paid  out  of  the  estate  in  the  county  of  Cork, 
which  he  thereby  charged  with  the  payment 
thereof,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  61.  per  cent 
from  the  day  of  his  the  testator's  decease. 

The  testator  William  Brabazon  Ponsonbj  was 
created  Baron  Ponsonby  after  the  date  and  inaking 
of  his  will,  and  he  died  on  the  5th  November,  1806, 
leaving  the  Respondent  John  Brabazon  Lord  Pon- 
sonby his  eldest  son  and  heir. 

Upon  the  death  of  William  Braba2:on  Lord  Pon- 
sonby, his  widow,  Lady  Ponsonby,  entered  into 
possession  of  the  Bishop^s  Court  estate,  as  tenant 
for  life  tliereof  under  his  will,  and  held  the  saiiw 
till  her  death ;  and  the  Respondent,  the  pre^n 
Lord,  entered  into  possession  of  the  said  fourteen 
townlands  in  the  county  of  Cork,  purported  to 
be  charged  by  his  said  father's  will  as  aforesaiJ; 
and  the  Respondent  WilHam  Ponsonby  entered  iuto 
possession  of  the  said  devised  estates  in  the  couDty 
of  Londonderry. 

On  the  11th  of  September,  18  IS,  the  Respondent 
Frederick  Ponsonby  filed  his  original  bill  of  ain • 
plaint  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  in  Irelaud 
against  the  Respondent  the  present  Lord  Ponsonbv 
and  others,  and  on  the  20th  of  November  and  the 
11th  of  December,  1813,  amended  thesiimej  anJ 
by  his  original  and  amended  bills  he  stated,  araanf 
other  things,  to  the  effect  hereinbefore  set  fbrlli* 
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and  that  by  reason  of  the  great  amount  of  the        1835. 
judgment  and   other  debts  of  the  testator  which 
affected  the  estates  in  the  county  of  Cork,  the  said  ^' 

seven  townlands,  excepted  in  and  by  the  said 
settlement  of  I769,  were  a  scanty  and  insufficient 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  Plaintiff's  demand, 
and  of  the  other  charges  induced  thereon  as  afore- 
said ;  that  the  Respondent  Lord  Ponsonby  had 
since  his  father's  death  continued  and  was  then 
in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  of  the  whole  of  the 
settled  estates  in  the  county  of  Cork,  and  also  of 
the  said  fourteen  townlands,  and  claimed  to  be 
entitled  thereto,  or  at  least  to  the  seven  townlands 
excepted  out  of  the  settlement  of  January,  1803, 
discharged  of  any  demand  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff  and  of  the  creditors  of  his  said  father, 
though  he  also  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  reversion 
of  the  said  Bishop's  Court  estate,  and  said  other 
lands  in  the  county  of  Kildare,  expectant  upon 
the  death  of  his  mother,  and  by  virtue  of  his 
father's  said  will ;  and  it  further  stated  that  none 
of  the  trusts  of  the  settlement  of  1743  remained 
to  be  performed,  and  that  no  judgment  debts 
existed  of  the  present  Lord's  grandfather  then  un- 
satisfied; and  that  the  several  estates  settled  by  the 
indenture  of  the  20th  of  January,  1803,  subject 
to  the  jointure  of  800/.  a  year  to  his  mother,  were 
full  and  ample  security  for  the  payment  of  that 
jointure,  and  of  the  charge  of  8000/.  induced 
thereon  by  the  settlement  of  17^9  for  the  younger 
children  of  the  late  Lord  Ponsonby,  and  also  for 
the  jointure  of  Lady  Fanny  Villiers  charged 
thereon  by  the  settlement  of  the  20th  of  January, 
1803,  and  for  all  other  incumbrances  affecting  the 
same;  and  that  the  present  Lord  had  no  issue;  and 
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1835.       that  the  Respondent  William  Brabazon  Poasonby, 
the  eldest  son  of  the  Respondeat  the  Bishop  of. 
^'  Derry,  was  the  first  tenant  in  tail  under  the  settle- 

ment  of  20th  January,  1803« 

The  bill  prayed  (amongst  other  things}  that  the 
trusts  of  the  will  of  the  said  testator  William  Bra- 
J[)azon  Lord  Ponsonby  might  be  carried  into  exe- 
cution, and  that  the  Respondent  Lord  Ponsonby 
might  be  obliged  to  make  his  election,  whether  he 
would  abide  by  the  will  of  his  father,  and  permit  the 
whole  of  the  said  fourteen  townlands  in  the  county 
Cork,  or  a  competent  part  thereof)  to  be  sold  for 
payment  of  the  debts^  legacies,  and  annuities, 
charged  thereon  by  his  said  father,  or  wbetlier  he 
would  claim  any  part  of  the  said  fourteen  town- 
lands  adversely  to  the  said  will ;  and  that  the  Re- 
spondent Lord  Ponsonby,  and  all  persons  claiming 
by  or  under  him,  might  be  for  ever  bound  by  such 
election  as  he  should  make  by  his  answer  to  the 
said  bill ;  and  in  case  he  should  elect  to  take  the 
reversion  of  the  estate  and  lands  in  the  county  of 
Kildare  expectant  on  his  mother's  death,  that  the 
PlaintifTs  legacy  of  10,000/.  and  the  interest  thereof 
might  be  decreed  well  charged  on  the  said  fourteen 
townlands,  and  that  the  same,  and  all  other  in- 
cumbrances charged  thereon  by  the  said  testator's 
will,  might  be  raised  by  sale  of  the  whole  or  a 
competent  part  of  the  said  fourteen  townlands, 
and  have  priority  to  any  debts  or  incumbrances  of 
the  Respondent  Lord  Ponsonby  ;  and  on  the  other 
hand,  if  the  Respondent  Lord  Ponsonby  should 
make  his  election  to  claim  any  part  of  the  said 
several  townlands  adversely  to  his  father's  will, 
that  in  such  case  the  PlaintifTs  legacy  of  10,000/. 
might  be  decreed  well   charged  on  such   of  the 
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said  fourteen   townlands  as  should  appear  liable       1BS5. 
to  the  debts  and  legacies  of  the  said  testator  the 
late  Lord,  and  that  so  much  of  tlie  said  debts  and  »• 

legacies  as  the  same  should  not  be  sufficient  to  pay 
might  be  deemed  charges  upon  the  reversion  of 
the  said  estate  and  lands  in  the  county  of  Kildare; 
and  that  such  of  the  said  fourteen  townlands  as 
were  liable  to  said  debts  and  legacies  might  be 
sold  for  payment  thereof;  and  in  case  of  deficiency, 
that  the  said  reversionary  estate  and  lands  in  the 
county  of  Kildare,  or  a  competent  part  thereof)  might 
be  sold  to  make  up  such  deficiency ;  and  that  all 
necessary  accounts  for  the  purpose  might  be  direct- 
ed and  taken,  and  in  particular  an  account  of  the 
Plaintiflfs  said  legacy  of  10,000/.,  and  of  the  sum 
due  to  him  on  foot  of  his  proportion  of  the  said 
sum  of  8000/.  under  the  said  settlement  of  6th 
December,  I769,  and  that  the  same  might  be  raised 
by  sale  of  a  part  of  the  said  estates  in  that  settle- 
ment. 

The  Respondent  Lord  Ponsonby  by  his  answer 
to  the  said  bill  admitted,  that  by  reason  of  the 
great  amount  of  the  judgment  and  other  debts  of 
the  said  testator  which  affected  his  estate  in  the 
county  of  Cork,  the  said  townlands  excepted  in 
and  by  the  settlement  of  I769  were  a  scanty  and 
insufficient  security  for  the  payment  of  the  Plain- 
tiff'*s  demand,  and  of  the  other  charges  induced 
thereon  as  aforesaid ;  and  he  admitted  that  he  had 
since  the  testator's  decease  continued,  and  then 
was,  in  receipt  of  the  rents  of  the  whole  of  said 
settled  estate  in  the  county  of  Cork,  and  also  of 
said  fourteen  townlands,  and  had  so  continued, 
being  totally  uninformed  as  to  his  rights  and  duties 
with  regard  to  the  said  property,  or  a  great  part 
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^^•^      thereof;   but  he  denied  that  he   made  any  such 
claim  as  in  the  said  bill  alleged  with  regard  to  s^d 
fourteen  townlands,  or  even  with  regard  to  said 
seven  townlands  excepted  out  of  the  settlement  of 
January,  1803,  he  being  determined,    as  far  as  in 
him  lay,  to  abide  by  his  father's  will,   and  carry  it 
into  effect:  he  did   thereby  (if  the    Court  should 
consider  him  bound  to  make  an  election,  in  which 
respect  he  submitted  himself  entirely   to  its  judg- 
ment) elect  to  take  under  the  said  will,  preferring 
the  reversion  of  the  said  Bishop's   Court  estate, 
and  said  other  lands  in  the  county  Kildare  expec- 
tant on  his  mother's  decease,   together  with  the 
other  property  devised  to  him  by  said  will,  to  any 
interest  he  might  otherwise  have  in  the  said  four- 
teen  townlands ;    and  he  thereby    consented,  in 
order  to  make  his  election  the  more  decisive,  that 
the  said  fourteen  townlands,  or  a  competent  part 
of  them,  should  be  sold  for  payment  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's demand,  and  all  other  legacies,  annuities,  and 
debts  charged  thereon   or  otherwise   affecting  the 
same. 

The  cause  was  heard  before  the  Lord  High 
Chancellor  of  Ireland,  on  the  9th  of  March,  1814, 
and  by  the  decree  of  that  date  it  was  (amongst 
other  things)  decreed,  that  the  trusts  of  the  will  of 
the  said  William  Brabazon  Lord  Ponsonby  should 
be  carried  into  execution ;  and  the  Respondent 
Lord  Ponsonby  having  by  his  answer  made  his 
election  to  abide  by  the  said  will,  and  to  take  the 
reversion  of  the  Bishop^s  Couit  estate,  and  lands  in 
the  county  of  Kildare  thereby  devised  to  him  ex- 
pectant on  the  decease  of  his  mother,  it  was  decreed 
that  he,  and  all  persons  claiming  by  or  under  h'uv. 
should  be  bound  by  such  election}  and  accordini^v 
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it  was  ordered  that  the  PlaintifTs  legacy  of  10,000i,       1885. 
with  all  interest  thereof,  was  well  charged  by  the 

said  will  upon  the  said  fourteen  townlands  in  the      ^ 

county  of  Cork ;  and  it  was  referred  to  Mr.  King, 
then  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  said  Court,  to  inquire 
what  sum  remained  due  to  the  Plaintiff  on  account 
of  his  said  legacy,  and  to  take  an  account  of  the 
incumbrances  affecting  the  said  several  townlands 
and  premises  in  the  county  of  Cork  prior  to  that 
legacy,  and  for  that  purpose  to  take  an  account  of 
the  debts  and  legacies  of  the  said  testator  affecting 
the  said  estates,  and  the  nature,  particulars,  and 
amount  of  them,  according  to  their  priorities,  and 
what  was  due  on  the  foot  thereof  respectively  for 
principal,  interest,  and  costs.  And  it  was  ordered 
that  the  creditors  of  the  said  testator,  and  all  other 
persons  having  charges  or  incumbrances  affecting 
the  said  estates  prior  to  the  Plaintiff's  said  legacy, 
should  have  liberty  to  go  before  the  said  Master  to 
prove  and  ascertain  their  respective  demands,  the 
said  Master  first  publishing  an  advertisement  for 
that  purpose  ;  and  the  said  Master  was  also  to  take 
an  account  of  the  said  testator's  personal  estate, 
and  an  account  of  what  was  due  to  the  several 
parties  entitled  for  principal  and  interest  on  foot  of 
the  said  sum  of  8000/.  charged  by  the  settlement 
of  6th  December,  1769,  on  the  said  settled  estates 
in  the  county  of  Cork  for  younger  children,  and 
of  all  incumbrances  prior  thereto. 

The  said  Master  by  his  report,  pursuant  to  the 
said  decree,  and  dated  the  I6th  of  December, 
1814,  found  the  several  sums  mentioned  in  the  first 
schedule  to  his  report  to  be  due  on  foot  of  the  said 
sum  of  8000/.,  and  he  found  the  sum  of  1500/. 
due  to  the  Respondent  George  Ponsonby  on  foot 
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1835.       of  his  said  annuity  of  300/.,  and  that  the  annrnty 
was  payable  out  of  the  said  manor  and  lands^  the 
f*  settled  estate  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  and  prior 

to  the  said  charge  of  8000/. ;  and  the  said  Master 
found  that  the  several  debts  and  legacies  of  the 
said  testator  thereinafler  specified  were  then  incum* 
brances  affecting  the  said  lands  according  to  the 
order  and  priority  thereinafter  mentioned. 

The  Master  then  stated  several  debts  due  on 
judgments  against  the  said  testator,  which  judg* 
ment  debts  were  set  forth  in  the  second  sche- 
dule to  his  said  report:  he  then  found  that  there 
was  due  to  the  party  represented  by  the  fi^ 
spondent  the  Earl  of  Norbury,  namely,  to  Hector 
John  Graham  Toller,  Esquire,  administrator  with 
the  will  annexed  of  Hector  Graham,  late  of  the 
city  of  Dublin,  Esquire,  deceased,  for  principal  and 
interest  on  foot  of  several  bonds  executed  by  the 
said  testator  to  the  said  Hector  Graham,  and  which 
several  bonds,  with  the  date  and  amount  thereof 
respectively,  were  specified  in  the  third  schedule  to 
his  said  report  annexed,  a  sum  of  13,069/.  [)s.  Id, 
The  Master  then  stated  several  other  bond 
debts  due  from  the  said  testator,  and  comprised  in 
the  said  third  schedule  to  his  report;  he  then 
stated  several  simple  contract  debts  due  from  the 
said  testator,  and  set  out  in  the  fourth  schedule  to 
his  report ;  and  he  then  found  that  there  was  due 
to  the  Plaintiff  (the  Respondent  Frederick  Pon- 
sonby)  for  principal  and  interest  on  foot  of  the  said 
legacy  of  10,000/.  given  to  him  by  the  said  testa- 
tor's  will,  and  charged  on  the  fourteen  townlands 
in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  the  unsettled  estate  of 
the  said  testator,  the  sum  of  1 1,867/.  7^.  llrf.,  as 
stated  in  the  filth  schedule  to  his  said  report ;  aud 
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he  found  that  no  evidence  had  been  laid  before       ISSS. 
him  touching  the  testator's  personal  estate  or  his      boov«»« 
funeral  expences.  ^* 

The  said  report  was  confirmed  by  order,  dated 
the  13th  of  February,  1815,  and  the  said  cause  was 
heard  on  further  directions  on  the  said  report  be- 
fore the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  Ireland  on  the  13th 
March,  1815;  and  by  an  order  of  that  date  His 
Honor  was  pleased  to  order  (amongst  other  things) 
that  the  sums  found  due  by  the  said  report,  and 
specified  in  the  first  schedule  to  such  report,  with 
interest,  and  the  said  arrears  of  annuity  of  300/., 
should  be  paid  within  six  months,  or  in  default 
that  the  lands  comprised  in  the  said  settlement  of 
6th  December,  1769,  and  therein  named,  should 
be  sold  as  therein  mentioned.  And  it  was  further 
ordered,  that  the  several  debts  reported,  and  the 
interest  of  such  as  carried  interest,  should  be  paid 
within  three  months  from  that  time ;  and  in  case  of 
non-payment,  that  the  same  should  be  raised  by 
sale  of  the  said  fourteen  townlands  in  the  plead- 
ings mentioned,  or  a  competent  part  thereof;  and 
the  said  Master  was  directed  to  sell  the  same  ac- 
cordingly, and  the  said  debts  were  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale ;  and  the  Respondent 
Frederick  Ponsonby  was  in  the  next  place  to  be 
paid  his  said  legacy  of  10,000/.  with  interest. 

On  the  4th  of  April,  1818,  the  said  Plaintiff  (the 
Respondent  Frederick  Ponsonby)  filed  a  supple- 
mental bill  in  the  said  suit,  stating  (amongst  other 
things)  that  the  said  fourteen  townlands  in  the 
county  of  Cork  had  been  set  up  for  sale  under  the 
last  stated  order,  and  that  Mr.  Callaghan  had  been 
declaredthepurchaser  thereof  at  the  sum  of  65,100/., 
which  purchase  had  been  confirmed ;  and  that  cer- 
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1835.       tain  other  lands  therein  mentioned,  being  part  of 

the  said  settled  estates  comprised  in  the  settlement 

of  1769  and  1803,  had  also  been  sold  under  said 

order  to  Mr.  Callaghan  for  a  sum  of  16,000/.,  and 

that  such  sale  had  been  confirmed ;  and  that  various 

objections  had  been  taken  to  the  title,  and  amongst 

others,  that  the  said  testator  had  by  a  deed  dated 

12th  of  December,  1803,  covenanted  to  charge  a 

jointure  of  400/.    a  year   on    the    townlands  of 

Gortcorkeran,  one  of  the  denominations  excepted 

out  of  the  said  settlement  of  I769,  for  Mrs.  Richard 

Ponsonby,  for  which,  as  well  as  for  the  annuity  of 

1000/.  a  year  given  to  the    Respondent  George 

Ponsonby  by  the  said   testator's  will    during  hb 

mother's  life,  the  Court  had  made  no  provision;  and 

that  since  the  said  decree  was  made  Mr.  William, 

afterwards  Sir  William  Ponsonby,  died  on  the  ISth 

of  June,  1815,  leaving  his  wife  enceinte  of  a  son, 

who  was  since  born,  and  named  William  Ponsonbv, 

• 

and  who  became  entitled  to  the  first  estate  tail  in 
the  said  settled  estates  under  the  settlement  of  180-3; 
and  that  Sir  William  Ponsonby  had  by  his  will  ap- 
pointed his  widow  the  Honourable  GeorgianaLady 
Ponsonby  and  the  said  George  Ponsonby  his  exe- 
cutors and  guardians  of  his  children  ;  that  since 
the  decree  was  made  the  Plaintiff  had  discovered 
that  between  the  time  of  his  father's  death  and 
when  he  filed  his  original  bill,  the  Respondent 
Lord  Ponsonby  had  divested  himself  of  the  power 
of  making  a  valid  election  with  regard  to  the  seven 
townlands  in  the  county  of  Cork  comprised  in  the 
deed  of  4th  January,  1803,  without  the  consent  of 
his  creditors,  having  by  indenture,  bearino"  date 
the  14th  July,  I8O7,  mortgaged  them  for  securin? 
8000/.  and  interest  j  and  that  he   had  by  several 
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Other  deeds  charged  the  said  lands  with  several        ^ j^^* 
annuities  amounting  annually  to  1405/.,  which  was 
very  considerably  beyond  their  value;  and  that  the 
fund  intended  by  the  said  testator  the  late  Lord  for 
the  payment  of  the  said  legacy  of  10,000/.  had  thus 
been  exhausted,  inasmuch  as  the  other  denomina- 
tions of  land  in  the  county  of  Cork,  charged  by  the 
testator  with  debts  and  legacies,  were  insufficient 
for  that  purpose ;  and  stating  the  death  of  George  , 
Ponsonby,  leaving  his  widow  Lady  Mary  Ponsonby 
his  sole  executrix,  and  the  death  of  William  Bur- 
ton, leaving  his  co-trustee  Sackville  Hamilton  him 
surviving,  and  the  death  of  Sackville  Hamilton, 
leaving  the  Respondent  Henry  Hamilton  his  heir 
at  law. 

The  bill  prayed  that  if  the  mortgagee  and  an- 
nuitants under  the  Respondent  Lord  Ponsonby 
should  refuse  to  release  the  said  seven  townlands 
from  their  demands,  and  thereby  the  election  made 
by  the  Respondent  Lord  Ponsonby  by  his  said 
answer  should  be  defeated,  that  a  competent  part 
of  the  said  Bishop's  Court  Estate,  and  the  said 
other  lands  in  Kildare,  or  the  reversion  therein 
devised  by  the  said  will  to  the  Respondent  Lord 
Ponsonby,  might  be  sold  for  payment  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's demand. 

The  Respondent  Lord  Ponsonby,  by  his  answer 
to  the  last  stated  bill,  admitted  having  mortgaged 
the  said  seven  townlands  and  charged  them  with 
annuities,  as  in  such  bill  stated. 

The  cause  was  revived  against  Henry  Hamilton 
and  Georgiana  Lady  Ponsonby,  by  order  dated  the 
21st  April,  1818,  and  the  supplemental  suit  was 
heard  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland ;  and 
by  the  decree  therein,  bearing  date  the  22nd  of 
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1885.       June,  1818,  it  was  ordered  (amongst  other  things) 
that  the  decree  of  the  13th  of  March,  1815,  should 
^'_         be  revived  against  the  infant  William  Ponsonbj, 
and  that  such  decree  should  be  confirmed  in  all 
respects,  except  as  to  the  sale  of  the  seven  town- 
lands  excepted  out  of  the  settlement  of  the  20tii 
January,  1803,  and  afterwards  made  the  subject  of 
the  indenture  of  4th  February,  1803,  namely,  the 
lands  of  Kilnatoragh,  &c.,  which  lands,  it  was  then 
admitted,  were  not  subject  to  the  debts  and  l^des 
of  the  testator.    And  it  was  ordered  that  the  seven 
other  townlands  in   the   said   decree  mentiooed, 
which  were  the  fee-simple  estate  of  the  testator, 
namely,  the  lands  of  Aghavine,  &c.,  should  be  forth- 
with sold  for  the  purposes  expressed  by  said  former 
decree,  subject  as  to  the  said  townlands  of  Gort- 
corkeran  to  the  jointure  of  400/.   a  year  charged 
thereon  for  tlie  Respondent  Frances  the  wife  of  the 
Respondent  the  Bishop  of  Derry.    And  the  Re- 
spondent   Lord    Ponsonby   having     defeated  bis 
father's  will  as  to  the  first  seventown  lands,  and 
disabled  himself  from   making  any  valid  election 
with  regard  thereto,  or  to  the  reversion  of  the  said 
Bishop's  Court  Estate,  it  was  decreed,  that  in  case 
the  other  seven  townlands  thereby  decreed  to  be 
sold  should  be  insufficient  to  pay  off  the  whole  o: 
the  debts  and  legacies  of  the  said  testator,  sougbt 
by  his  said  will  to  be  charged  on  the  said  fourteen 
denominations,  that  then  so  much  of  the  said  debts 
and  legacies,  and  the  interest  due  tliereon,  as  should 
remain  unpaid  after  the  application  of  the  monev 
to  arise  from  the  sale  of  the  lands  so  decreed  to  be 
sold,  should  be  charges  upon  the  Respondent  Lord 
Ponsonby's  reversion  of  and  in  the  said  Bishop*? 
Court  Estate,  and  the  other  lands  in  Kildare  \  and 
it  was  ordered  that  the  same  should  be  raised  bv 
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sale  of  that  reversion,  or  a  competent  part  thereof,       issn. 

subject  to  the  use  for  Hfe  by  the  said  will  given  to 

the  testator's  widow,  which  sale  was  ordered  ac-  ^' 

cordirigly,  and  that  any  residue  of  the  money  to 

arise  from  such  sale,  after  payment  of  the   said 

debts,  legacies,  and  costs,  should  be  paid  to  the 

parties  entitled  thereto. 

.    The  seven  townlands  directed  to  be  'sold   bv 

the  last  stated  order  were  sold  accordingly,  and 

the  net  purchase  money  applied  pursuant  to  an 

order  dated  the  15th  December,  1825,  as  far  as 

it  would  go  in  payment  of  judgment  debts  reported 

due  from  the  testator. 

The  testator's  widow  Lady  Ponsonby  (then 
Lady  Fitzwilliam)  died  on  the  1st  September,  1824. 

By  an  order  bearing  date  the  6th  of  March,  1 828, 
made  bv  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  it  was 
referred  to  Mr.  Connor,  one  of  the  Masters  of  the 
said  court,  to  take  an  account  of  the  debts  of  the 
said  testator  proved  and  reported,  and  which  re- 
mained unpaid  and  to  report  the  priority  of  such 
debts,  and  whether  any  and  what  sums  remained 
due  to  the  said  George  Ponsonby  on  foot  of  his 
legacy  of  20,000/.,  and  the  priority  thereof,  and 
out  of  what  fund  the  same  was  payable ;  and  it 
was  further  ordered  that  the  Master  should  in- 
quire,  whether  it  would  be  necessary  that  the 
Bishop's  Court  estate  should  be  sold  forthwith, 
and  before  he  should  have  made  his  report,  and  if 
so,  it  was  ordered  that  he  should  proceed  to  a  sale 
of  that  estate  accordingly. 

The  said  Mr.  Connor  made  a  separate  report 
under  the  last  stated  order,  bearing  date  the  S?9th 
day  of  November,  1828,  finding  that  it  would  be 
necessary  that  the  said  Bishop's  Court  estate  (which 
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1835.       was  inferior  in  value  to  the  amount  of  the  charges 
and  incumbrances  appearing  to  afiect  it)  should 
be  sold  prior  to  making  his  report  on  the  other 
matters  referred  to  him  j  and  by  his  further  report 
under  the  last  stated  order,  and  bearing  date  the 
gyth  of  June,  1831 ,  the  said  Master  found  tliatthe 
Bishop's  Court  estate,  was   sold  on  the   9th  of 
November,  1829,  pursuant  to  his  separate  report, 
for  the  sum  of  38,000/. ;  And  he  further  found 
that  there  remained  due  to  the  several   persons 
thereinafter  named  the  several  sums  thereinafter 
stated  on  foot  of  the  said  several  debts  and  legacies 
of  the  said  testator,  after  the  application  of  the 
purchase  money  of  the  said  seven  town  lands  sold 
as  aforesaid,  and  that  the  several  debts  and  legacies 
of  the  said  testator  thereinafter  specified  were  in- 
cumbrances affecting  the  residue  of  the  estates  of 
the  said  testator,  according  to  the  order  and  priority 
thereinafter  set  forth.      The  Master  then  stated 
the  several  judgment  debts,  and  then  the  several 
bond  debts,  (including  19,384./.  12^.  5d.  due  on  the 
bonds  to  the  Respondent  the  Earl  of    Norbun) 
remaining  due  from  the  said  testator;  and  the  said 
Master  then  stated,  that  there  was  due  to  the  Ap 
pellants,  as  trustees  under  the  settlement  of  the 
said  George  Ponsonby,  the  sum  of  24.,717/.  18^.  Si 
on  foot  of  the  said  legacy  of  20,000/.,  and  that  the 
same  was  a  charge  affecting  the  said  Bishop's  Court 
estate,  and  was  next  in  priority  afler  payment  of 
the  said  several  judgment  and  bond  debts.    The 
Master   then  stated  the  several    simple   contract 
debts  remaining  unpaid. 

The  Appellants,  and  their  then  co-trustee  Lord 
Robert  Spencer,  (since  deceased)  filed  objection^ 
to  the  last  stated  report,  on  the  ground  that  the 
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said  Master  ought  to  have  found  that  the  said  sum  ^^35. 
of  24,717/.  I8s.  8d.  was  a  charge  affecting  the  said 
Bishop's  Court  estate  prior  to  and  in  exclmion  of 
the  said  several  judgment  and  bond  debts,  for  the 
following,  amongst  other  reasons,  viz.  "  That  this 
**  suit  is  not  in  form  or  in  substance  a  creditor's 
"  suit,  but  is  a  suit  instituted  by  the  Plaintifl^  as  a 
"  legatee,  to  raise  the  amount  of  a  legacy  be- 
"  queathed  to  him  by  the  will  of  William  Lord 
"  Ponsonby  his  father  :  that  by  the  original  decree 
"  made  on  the  hearing  of  this  cause,  bearing  date 
**  the  9th  day  of  March  1814,  it  was  decreed  that 
•*  the  will  of  the  said  William  Lord  Ponsonby 
*<  deceased,  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  should  be 
"  established,  and  the  trusts  thereof  carried  into 
"  execution :  that  the  said  judgment  and  bond 
"  creditors  have  proved  their  debts  in  this  cause  in 
"  pursuance  of  the  said  decree,  and  have  therefore 
"  assented  thereto,  and  taken  the  benefit  thereof, 
•*  and  of  the  provisions  made  for  payment  of  their 
•*  debts  by  the  said  will  of  the  said  William  Lord 
"  Ponsonby :  that  by  the  said  will  all  the  debts  of 
"  the  said  testator  are  expressly  charged  upon  the 
**  said  testator's  estates  in  the  county  of  Cork,  con- 
"  sisting  of  fourteen  denominations,  and  are  not  in 
"  any  way  charged  upon  the  estate  of  Bishop's  Court 
"  which  is  devised  to  the  late  Lady  Ponsonby  for 
"  her  life,  with  remainder  (subject  to  the  said  legacy 
**  of  20,000/.)  to  the  defendant  John  Lord  Ponsonby 
"  in  fee*  That  by  the  supplemental  decree  made 
"  in  this  cause  on  the  22d  day  of  June,  1818,  it 
"  was  decreed  that  seven  of  the  said  fourteen  de- 
"  nominations  of  the  said  testatoi-'s  estate  in  the 
•*  county  of  Cork,  should  be  sold  for  payment  of  his 
•*  debts  in  pursuance  of  the  trusts  of  his  will,  and 
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^^^^^      "  of  March,  1814,  and  the  Defendant  John  Lord 
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"  Ponsonby  having,  as  in  the  said   decree  of  the 
"  22d  June,  1818,  mentioned,  defeated  the  will  of 
•*  his  father  the  said  William  Lord  Ponsonby,  as  to 
"  the  other  seven  denominations  of  the  said  Cork 
*<  estate,  and  disabled  himself  from   making  any 
"  valid  election  with  regard  thereto,  or  to  the  rever- 
"  sion  of  the  said  Bishop's  Court  estate  in  the 
**  pleadings  mentioned,  by  the  said  will  devised  to 
^*  him,  it  was  decreed  that  if  the   said  seven  d^ 
'*  nominations  of  the  Cork  estate,  thereby  decreed 
<*  to  be  sold,  should  be  insufficient  to  pay  off  aod 
"  satisfy  the  whole  of  the  debts  of  the  said  William 
Lord  Ponsonby,  and  the  legacies  by  his  will 
charged  on  the  said  fourteen  townlands  in  the 
county  of  Cork,  that  then  and  in  such  case  so 
much  of  the  said  debts  and  legacies,  and  the 
"  interest    due    upon   the   same    respectively,  as 
"  should  remain  unpaid,  after  the  application  rf 
**  the  purchase  money  of  the  said  lands  so  decreed 
"  to  be  sold  as  aforesaid,  should  be  and  the  same 
"  were  thereby  decreed  charges  and  incumbrances 
"  upon  the  said  Defendant  John  Lord  Ponsonbv's 
"  reversion   of  and   in   the  said    Bishop's  Court 
*•  estate,  and  the  other  lands  in  the  pleadings  men- 
"  tioned,  situate  in  the  county  of  Kildare,  and  that 
"  the  same  should  be  raised  by  sale  of  the  said 
"  Defendant's  reversion  in  the   said  estate,  or  a 
"  competent  part  thereof,  subject  to  the  use  for  lift 
"  by  said  will  given  to  the  said  Defendant  LouL'a 
"  Lady  Ponsonby  ;  that  the  said  seven  town  lands 
"  in  the  county  of  Cork  have  been  sold,  and  the 
"  produce  thereof  has  proved  insufficient  to  pay  (^ 
*•  and  satisfy  the  whole  of  the  debts   of  the  said 
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**  William  Lord  Ponsonby  by  his  said  will  charged       1835. 

"  thereon ;  that  the  reversion  of  the  said  John  Lord      ,outtRii 

**  Ponsonby,  by  the  said  decree  of  22d  June,  1818, 

<*  charged  with  the  residue  of  the  said  debts  and 

"  legacies,  was,  at  the  time  of  pronouncing  the  said 

**  decree  under  the  trusts  of  the  will  of  the  said 

"  William  Lord  Ponsonby,  which  was  established, 

"  and  the  trusts  thereof  directed  to  be  performed 

"  by  the  said  decree  of  9th  of  March,  1814,  subject 

**  to  and  charged  with  the  said  legacy  of  20,000i 

"  and  interest,  and  that  therefore  the  said  reversion 

"  could  only  be  and  was  only  by  the  said  decree 

"  directed  to  be  sold,  subject  to  and  charged  with 

"  the  said  sum  of  20,000/.,  more  especially  in  the 

•*  absence  of  the  parties  entitled  to  said  legacy  of 

"  20,000/." 

The  Appellants  applied  by  motion  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor  of  Ireland  that  the  said  Master's  report 
of  the  27th  June,  1831,  might  beset  aside,  or  sent 
back  to  be  varied  and  amended  in  the  particular 
complained  of  in  the  said  objections,  and  by  an 
order  bearing  date  the   12th   day  of  November 

1831,  his  lordship  ordered  that  such  application 
should  be  refused. 

By  an  order  made  in  the  said  cause  by  the  Mas- 
ter of  the  Rolls,  on  the  application  of  the  Plaintiff 
in  the  cause,  and  bearing  date  the  11th  of  February 

1832,  it  was  referred  to  the  said  Master  Connor  to 
report  the  funds  in  the  bank  of  Ireland  to  the 
credit  of  the  cause,  and  to  allocate  the  same  pur- 
suant to  the  said  report  of  the  26th  of  June,  1831  ; 
and  the  said  Master  by  his  report  pursuant  to  such 
order,  and  bearing  date  the  20th  of  February,  1832, 
stated  the  funds  then  in  the  bank  to  the  credit  of 
the  said  cause,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  said  sale 
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1 835*       of  the  Bishop's  Court  estate  not  being  completed 
he  had  not  allocated  the  purchase  money  which 
V.  had  been  paid  in,  but  that  he  had,  pursuant  to  the 

last  stated  order,  allocated  the  residue  of  the  said 
funds  to  the  several  parties  and  creditors  entitled 
thereto  pursuant  to  said  decree  —  (being  some  of 
the  judgment  creditors  remaining  unpaid)  —  and 
by  an  order  made  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
bearing  date  5th  of  March,  1832,  payment  was 
ordered  according  to  the  allocation  made  by  the 
last  stated  report. 

By  an  order  made  by  the  Master  of  the  RoUs, 
and  bearing  date  the  5th  of  March,  1832,  tlie  car- 
riage of  the  decree  in  the  cause,  and  of  the  pro- 
ceedings thereunder,  was  given  to  the  Respondent 
the  Earl  of  Norbury  a  reported  creditor  in  tlie 
cause. 

On  the  11th  of  Februar}^  18S4f,  the  Appellants 
presented   their   petition  of  appeal    in    this  case 
praying  that  the  House  would  reverse  the  order  at 
the  12th  of  November,  1831,  and  declare  thattbe 
sum  by  the  report  of  the  27th  of  June,  1831,fouDil 
due  to  the  Appellants,  and  their  deceased  co-trus- 
tee, in  respect  of  the  legacy  or  charge  of  20,(X)i»i 
and  the  interest  thereof,  was  as  against  all  person? 
parties  to  or  who  have  come  in  under  and  takec 
the  benefit  of  the  several  decrees  and  proceedings 
in  the  causes  or  any  of  them,  a  charge  upon  the 
Bishop's  Court  estate  and  the  other  lands  in  the 
county  of  Kildare  devised  by  the  will  of  the  testa- 
tor William  Brabazon  Baron  Ponsonby  deceased, 
prior  to  the  several  and  respective  judgment  debts 
and  debts  upon  bond  or  other  specialty  which  have 
been  proved  in  the  said  causes,  or  either  of  theni, 
and  which  remained  unpaid  at  the  date  of  the  same 
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report;  or  that  such  report  might  be  sent  back  to       1*^35. 
be  reviewed  so  far  as  relates  to  the  priority  thereby 
assigned  to  the  said  legacy  or  charge  of  20,000/. 
and  the  interest  thereof. 

For  the  Appellants,  Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Lloyd. 

By  the  decree  of  the  22nd  of  June,  1818,  if  the 
first  seven  denominations  thereby  decreed  to  be 
sold  should  be  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  whole  of 
the  debts  of  the  testator,  William  Brabazon 
Ponsonby,  and  the  legacies  by  his  will  sought  to 
be  charged  on  the  fourteen  townlands,  in  the 
county  of  Cork,  then  so  much  of  the  debts  and 
legacies,  and  the  interest  due  upon  the  same 
respectively,  as  should  remain  unpaid  after  the 
application  of  the  purchase  money  of  the  seven 
denominations  were  thereby  decreed  charges  and 
incumbrances  upon  the  Defendant  John  Brabazon 
Ponsonby*s  reversion  in  the  Bishop's  Court  estate 
and  the  other  lands,  situate  in  the  county  of 
Kildare ;  and  it  was  further  decreed  that  the  same 
should  be  raised  by  a  sale  of  the  Defendant's  re- 
version in  the  same  estate  and  lands,  or  a  competent 
part  thereof,  subject  to  the  use  for  life  by  the  will 
given  to  the  Defendant  Louisa  Lady  Ponsonby : 
and  out  of  the  money  to  arise  by  such  sale,  the 
residue  of  the  debts  and  legacies  should  be  paid, 
with  interest  thereon  respectively,  as  directed  by 
the  former  decree.  Under  the  will  of  the  testator 
William  Brabazon  Ponsonby,  the  legacy  or  sum  of 
20,000/.  to  which  the  Appellants  are  entitled,  was 
a  charge  upon  and  prior  in  interest  to  the  De- 
fendant, John  Brabazon  Ponsonby's  reversion  so 
directed  to  be  sold. 

The  order  of  the  6th  of  March,  1828,  made 
afler  the  death  of  Louisa  Baroness  Ponsonby,  by 
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18S5.       which  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  take  an 
account  of  the  debts  of  the  testator,  proved,  and 
p-  reported  in  the  cause,  and  which  then  remained 

unpaid,  and  that  in  taking  such  account  the 
Master  should  report  the  order  and  priority  of 
such  debts  and  incumbrances,  and  particularly  that 
he  should  inquire  and  report  whether  any  and  what 
sum  remained  due  to  the  Defendant  George 
Ponsonby,  on  foot  of  the  legacy  of  sum  of  2O,O00i. 
and  the  priority  thereof,  and  out  of  what  fund  the 
same  was  payable,  was  founded  upon,  and  was 
intended  to  give  effect  to  the  decree  of  the  2'i2nd  of 
June,  1818.  The  Mastei-'s  report,  in  determining 
that  debts  which  had  been  by  the  decree  de- 
clared to  be  charges  upon  John  Brabazon  Pon- 
sonby's  reversion,  were  prior  to  the  legacy  or  sum 
of  20,000/.,  which  was  a  charge  prior  to  such 
reversion,  was  inconsistent  with  the  decree  of  the 
2'2nd  of  June,  1818. 

The  suit  in  which  the  decrees  and  order  were 
made  was  not  a  suit  for  the  general  administration 
of  the  assets,  real  and  personal,  of  the  testator, 
William  Brabazon  Ponsonby,  nor  for  payment  of 
his  debts,  but  only  for  the  payment  of  such  debts, 
as  far  as  directed  by  his  will,  with  the  view  and 
for  the  purpose  of  clearing  the  estate,  which  was 
charged  with  the  Plaintiff's  legacy  of  10,000/. 

By  the  will  the  Bishop's  Court  estate  was  not 
charged  witli  the  debts  ;  but  John  Brabazon  Pon- 
sonby claiming  the  second  seven  denominations, 
which  the  will  did  charge  with  such  debts,  ad- 
versely to  the  said  will,  his  reversionary  interest 
in  the  Bishop^s  Court  estate  became  charo-eable, 
by  way  of  substitution,  with  such  debts,  in  lieu  of 
the  second  seven  denominations  j   and  the  decree 
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of  the  22nd  of  June,  1818,  and  the  subsequent  1835. 
order  of  the  6th  of  March,  1828,  were  respec- 
tively made  for  the  purpose  only  of  effectuating 
such  substitution.  Except  for  such  purposes  and 
to  such  extent,  no  decree  could  have  been  made 
for  the  satisfaction  of  the  testator,  William  Lord 
Ponsonby's  debts  out  of  the  Bishop's  Court  estate, 
without  including  the  testator's  personal  estate, 
his  Henrietta-street  house  and  his  Londonderry 
estate  ;  but  the  personal  estate  and  the  Henrietta- 
street  house  have  not  been  administered  in  the 
present  suit,  and  the  Londonderry  estate  is  in  no- 
wise included  therein. 

None  of  the  persons  entitled  under  the  settle- 
ment of  the  10th  day  of  June,  1812,  except  the 
said  Right  Honourable  George  Ponsonby,  the 
Honourable  George  Ponsonby,  and  Sir  Thomas 
Staples,  (who  were  respectively  made  parties  in 
virtue  of  other  interests,)  were  made  parties  to  the 
said  suits,  and  no  question  was  raised  in  the  plead- 
ings or  by  any  proceeding  in  the  causes  (except  as 
hereby  appears)  as  to  the  priority  of  the  said  legacy 
of  20,000/.  over  the  reversionary  interest  of  the 
said  John  Brabazon  Ponsonby  in  the  said  Bishop's 
Court  estate. 

For  the  Respondents,  Mr.  Pony. 

The  lands  in  the  county  of  Cork,  charged  by 
the  testator's  will  with  the  payment  of  his  debts, 
having  proved  inadequate  to  that  purpose,  the  case 
was  not  taken  out  of  the  statute  against  fraudulent 
devises  as  regards  the  estate  called  Bishop's  Court 
estate  and  the  testator's  other  real  estate  in  the 
county  of  Kildare.  The  Bishop's  Court  estate  and 
the  testator's  other  real  estates  in  the  county  of 
Kildare  devised  by  his  will  became  on  his  decease 
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1835.  applicable  as  real  assets  to  the  payment  dfhis 
specialty  debts,  after  payment  of  the  testatoi's 
judgment  debts,  or  other  charges  then  affectii^ 
such  estates.  None  of  the  proceedings  in  the 
causes  were  intended  to  prejudice  the  rights  or  in- 
terests of  the  testator's  judgment  and  specialty 
creditors,  and  such  creditors  now  remaining  unpaid 
have  not  by  reason  of  such  proceedings,  or  in  anj 
other  manner,  relinquished  or  lost  their  legal  right 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  testator's  real  estates,  io 
preference  to  any  charges  created  thereon  by  his 
will. 


The  Earl  qf  Devon. — This  is  a  case  of  consider- 
able importance  in  point  of  amount,  but  the  point 
is  a  very  short  one  ;  it  is  an  appeal  from  an  order 
pronounced  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland 
upon  an  application  made  to  him  in  the  form  of  a 
motion  to  set  aside  or  to  review  a  findins:  bv  one 
of  the  Masters  of  that  Court,  and  the  single  poiDi 
presented  to  him  was  whether  the  Master  had  come 
to  a  right  conclusion  upon  the  inquiry  which  be 
was  directed  to  make.  The  case  originally  was  a 
suit  for  a  legacy.  It  is  not  necessary  for  me  to 
trouble  your  Lordships  with  any  of  the  earlier  pro- 
ceedings in  the  cause.  The  duty  of  the  Master 
clearly  depends  upon  the  terms  of  the  reference 
made  to  him.  He  is  directed  to  make  a  certain 
inquiry,  and  the  only  question  is  whether  he  has 
answered  that  inquiry  correctly.  After  variou? 
proceedings  the  terms  of  the  reference  upon  which 
alone  the  question  depends  are  these  :  —  "  By  an 
♦*  order  bearing  date  the  6th  of  March,  185S,  itu^ 
'*  referred  to  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  said  Cou.-; 
"  to  take  an  account  of  the  debts  of  the  said  te> 
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"  tator  proved  and  reported  in  this  cause,  and       1835. 
•*  which   still  remain  unpaid,  and  to  report  the 

"  priority  of  such  debts  and  incumbrances,  and      ^; 

**  particularly  that  he  do  inquire  and  report  whe- 
**  ther  any  and  what  sum  remains  due  to  George 
"  Ponsonby  on  foot  of  his  legacy  and  the  priority 
'*  thereof,  and  out  of  what  fund  the  same  is  pay- 
"  able ;  and  it  was  further  ordered,  that  the  Mas- 
"  ter  inquire  whether  it  will  be  necessary  that  the 
"  Bishop's  Court  estate  should  be  sold  forthwith, 
"  and  before  he  shall  have  made  his  report" 

The  Master  by  a  separate  report  stated  that  he 
found  it  would  be  proper  that  the  Bishop's  Court 
estate  should  be  sold,  the  Bishop's  Court  estate 
being  that  on  which  the  legacy  of  20,000/.  is 
charged,  and  out  of  which  it  is  to  be  paid.  The 
Master  having  made  his  report,  stating  that  he 
thought  it  right  this  estate  should  be  sold,  further 
found  that  there  remained  due  to  the  several 
persons  thereinafter  named  the  several  sums  there- 
inafler  stated,  on  foot  of  the  several  debts  and 
legacies  of  the  said  testator  after  the  application 
of  the  purchase  money  produced  by  the  sale  of  the 
denominations  of  the  Cork  estates  in  the  order 
of  the  6th  of  March,  1828,  and  that  **  other 
**  parts  of  the  estate  had  been  previously  sold  in 
**  part  reduction  of  the  debts,  and  that  the  several 
"  debts  and  legacies  of  the  testator  thereinafter 
"  specified,  are  now  incumbrances  affecting  the 
**  residue  of  the  estates  of  the  said  William  Bra- 
"  bazon  Baron  Ponsonby  deceased,  according  to 
"  the  order  and  priority  thereinafter  mentioned." 
The  Master  then  stated  the  several  judgment 
debts  and  then  the  several  bond  debts  including 
the  legacy  or  sum  of  20,000/.,  and  he  found  that 
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1895.       there  remained  due  to  Lord  Robert  Spencer  Johir 
"^^^Z^^      Bouverie,  and  Thomas  Staples  as  trustees  under 
^'  the  settlement,  the  sum  of  24,796^  6s.  8rf.  on  the 

footing  of  the  said  legacy  of  20,000/.  and  that  the 
said  sum  of  24,796/.  6s.  Sd.  was  a  charge  affecting 
the  said  Bishop's  Court  estate,  and  was  next  in 
priority  after  payment  of  the  several  judgment  and 
bond  bebts. 

The  parties  entitled  to  that  legacy  who  had  gooe 
in  before  the  Master  being  the  trustees,  objected 
to  that  finding.  They  went  before  the  Lord  Ossn- 
cellor,  praying  that  he  would  set  aside  that  report, 
inasmuch  as  the  Master  in  their  view  ought  to 
have  declared  that  this  legacy  was  a  charge  upoa 
the  estate  prior  to  the  debts,  and  not  subsequent 
to  the  debts.  The  simple  question  therefore  before 
the  Lord  Chancellor  and  now  before  this  Houses 
was  whether  the  Master  was  right  in  declariog 
that  the  legacy  was  charged  after  the  debts  by 
judgment  and  by  bond.  My  noble  and  learned 
friend*  and  myself,  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
Master  was  right  in  so  doing.  His  duty  depended 
entirely  on  the  reference  made  to  him.  It  has 
been  argued  that  this  was  not  a  suit  for  a  general 
administration  of  assets,  but  that  there  were  various 
circumstances  which  showed  the  20,000/.  legacy 
was  to  be  paid  out  of  this  particular  estate,  and 
that  the  other  debts  might  be  made  effectual  against 
other  parts  of  the  property,  and  ought  to  be  made 
effectual  against  them  ;  but  it  appears  to  us  therein 
no  principle  of  equity  on  which  it  can  be  said  tha: 
the  Appellants  had  a  lien  or  charge  on  this  par- 
ticular  estate,  according  to  the  principles  of  law 

*  Lord  Brougham. 
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and  equity  in  priority  of  any  charge  that  can  be  1835. 
otherwise  created.  It  may  be,  that  in  the 
further  procedure  of  this  suit  or  a  suit  of  this 
nature,  the  Court  may,  in  carrying  out  the  views 
by  which  they  are  guided  in  administering  the 
assets  of  the  testator,  say  that  the  creditors  who 
have  a  charge  on  other  parts  of  the  testator's  real 
estates,  shall  be  paid  out  of  those  parts  of  the  real 
estate,  in  order  that  no  person  may  be  disappointed 
and  that  the  legatee  who  has  a  charge  only  on  one 
particular  estate,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  have  his 
claim  satisfied  out  of  that  estate,  but  it  appears  to 
us  that  with  this  the  Master  had  nothing  to  do. 
That  is  an  equity  which  it  may  or  may  not  be 
fitting  to  administer  in  a  subsequent  stage  of  the 
cause.  The  only  question  for  the  Master's  con- 
sideration was  which  of  those  claims  had  the 
priority  ?  and  we  think  he  was  right  in  saying  that 
the  judgment  and  bond  debts  had  priority  before 
the  legacy:  and  under  these  circumstances  we 
think  that  the  order  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  is 
quite  correct,  and  consequently,  that  this  appeal 
must  be  dismissed  ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  it 
must  be  dismissed  with  costs.  I  therefore  move 
your  Lordships  that  the  order  be  affirmed,  and  the 
appeal  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Order  affirmed  with  costs. 
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ENGLAND. 

(court  of  chancery.) 

John  Harcourt  Powell      -        -    Appellant; 

Anka  Grigby.  William    Henry  1  ^^^  ^^,. 
Crawford,  and  John  Moselet  J 

By  indenture  of  marriage  settleraenty  lands  were  conveyed  in 
trust  afler  the  death  of  G.  the  husband  to  the  use  and  intent 
that  A.  G.  the  wife  should  receive  an  annuity  of  10002.  clear 
of  all  taxes  and  deductions  for  her  jointure,  and  in  bar  of 
dower  Ike.  with  powers  of  distress  and  entry,  and  a  term  to 
secure  the  payment.  By  his  will  G.  directed  his  debts  to  be 
paid  and  devised  to  his  wife  during  her  life,  his  mansion  house 
park  &c.  at  D.,  and  directed  that  timber  should  be  cut  on 
his  estates  at  H.  &c.  and  sold  to  pay  the  expense  of  repairs, 
painting  and  glazing,  which  in  the  opinion  of  A.  G.  should  at 
any  time  be  required  for  any  of  the  hereditaments  devised  to 
her  for  life,  and  for  insurance  of  the  premises,  and  he  thereby 
confirmed  the  settlement  made  on  his  marriage.  He  gave  to 
his  nephew  P.  and  his  heirs  all  his  real  estates  in  England,  in* 
eluding  the  lands  devised  to  his  wife,  subject  to  her  life  interest 
and  all  his  lands  in  Pensylvania,  without  any  incumbrance  or 
restriction.  He  directed  that  the  paintings  in  his  house  at 
D.  should  be  enjoyed  with  the  same  by  his  wife  for  her  life, 
and  after  her  death  to  go  with  the  house  and  subject  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts.  The  manor,  park,  &c.  at  D.  formed 
part  of  the  premises  settled  and  devised. 

Held  upon  a  bill  filed  by  A.  G.  that  she  was  entitled  to  enjoy 
the  manor  and  park  &c.  free  from  all  charges,  and  that  the 
annuity  of  1000/.  ought  to  be  raised  and  paid  to  her  out  of 
the  remainder  of  the  lands  demised  without  contribution  from 
the  manor,  park,  &c. 
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Xn  July,  1831,  the  Respondent  Anna  Grigby, 
filed  a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  stating  the 
following  case :  — 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release  bearing  date 
respectively  the  28th  and  29th  days  of  December, 
1826,  and  made  between  Joshua  Grigby,  of  the 
first  part,  the  Respondent  Anna  Grigby,  by  her  then 
name  of  Anna  Crawford,  of  the  second  part,  and 
the  Appellant  and  Thomas  Crawford,  of  Haughley 
Park,  in  the  said  county  of  Suffolk,  esquire,  who  is 
since  deceased,  of  the  third  part.  After  reciting  that 
a  marriage  was  intended  to  be  solemnised  between 
the  said  Joshua  Grigby,  and  the  Respondent  Anna 
Grigby,  and  that  Joshua  Grigby  was  desirous  to 
make  for  the  Respondent  Anna  Grigby  (if  she 
should  survive  him,)  the  provision  thereinafter  con- 
tained, it  was  witnessed  that  in  consideration  of 
the  said  intended  marriage,  and  for  making  a  pro- 
vision for  the  Respondent  Anna  Grigby,  if  the 
marriage  should  take  effect,  and  she  should  survive 
the  said  Joshua  Grigby,  and  for  settling  and  assuring 
the  hereditaments  thereinafter  described  to  the 
uses,  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes  thereinafter  ex- 
pressed, and  for  the  nominal  consideration  therein 
mentioned  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Joshua  Grigby 
by  the  Appellant  and  Thomas  Crawford,  the  said 
Joshua  Grigby  granted  and  released  unto  the  Ap- 
pellant and  the  said  Thomas  Crawford,  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  all  such  part  and  parts  as  were  free- 
hold or  charterhold,  and  not  copyhold,  or  of 
customary  tenure,  of  and  in  all  that  capital  mes- 
suage, or  mansion-house,  in  which  the  said  Joshua 
Grigby  then  lived,  with  the  park,  lands,  meadows 
and  pasture  grounds  then  occupied  therewith  by 
him,  situate  in  Drinkstone  or  any  other  adjoining 
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1835.  parish  or  place;  and  also  of  and  in  three  other 
farms  therein  described  as  situate  in  the  parishes  of 
Drinkstone,  Hessett,  and  Hawstead,  respectively,  to 
hold  the  same,  with  their  appurtenances,  unto  the 
said  Appellant  and  the  said  ThomasCrawford,  their 
heirs  and  assigns ;  to  the  use  of  the  said  Joshua 
Grigby,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  until  the  marriage 
should  be  solemnised,  and  immediately  after  the 
solemnisation  thereof,  to  the  use  of  the  said  Joshua 
Grigby,  and  his  assigns,  for  his  life,  without  im- 
peachment of  waste  ;  and  after  his  decease  to  the 
use  and  intent  that  the  said  Respondent  Anna 
Grigby,  and  her  assigns,  in  case  she  should  survive 
the  said  Joshua  Grigby,  her  then  intended  hus- 
band, should,  from  and  immediately  after  his  de- 
cease, yearly,  and  every  year  during  her  natural 
life,  receive  and  take,  by  and  out  of  the  said  here- 
ditaments and  premises,  one  annuity,  yearly  rent, 
or  sum  of  1000/.  free  and  clear  of  and  from  all 
taxes  and  deductions  whatsoever;  the  same  an- 
nuity or  yearly  rent-charge  to  be  in  ftiU  of  her 
jointure,  and  in  lieu,  bar,  and  satisfaction,  as  and 
for  the  dower  and  thirds  at  the  common  law  which 
the  said  Respondent  Anna  Grigby  could  or  might 
claim,  challenge,  or  demand  of)  in,  to,  or  out  of  all 
and  every,  or  any  of  the  manors,  messuages,  farms, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  whatsoever, 
whereof  he  the  said  Joshua  Grigby  should  be 
seised  during  the  said  then  intended  coverture ; 
and  also  in  bar,  and  in  full  satisfaction  of  all  such 
share  which  the  said  Respondent  Anna  Grigby 
could,  or  might  have,  or  claim  out  of,  in,  or  to, 
the  personal  estate  of  the  said  Joshua  Grigby,  in 
case  he  should  die  intestate,  by  virtue  of  and  un- 
der the  statute  made  for  the  distribution  of  intes- 
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tates*  effects,  the  said  rent-charge  or  annual  sum  of  1^35. 
1000/.  to  be  paid,  and  payable  to  the  said  Respond- 
ent Anna  Grigby,  and  her  assigns,  at  the  times, 
and  in  manner,  in  the  said  indenture  mentioned ; 
with  powers,  in  case  the  annuity  should  be  in  arrear, 
to  enter  and  distrain,  or  take  the  rents  and  profits 
until  the  arrears  &c.  should  be  satisfied,  and  a  term 
was  also  limited  to  trustees  to  secure  the  annuity 
and  satisfy  arrears  by  sale  or  mortgage. 

The  marriage  between  Joshua  Grigby  and  the 
Respondent,  Anna  Grigby,  was  shortly  after  the 
execution  of  the  said  recited  indenture,  duly 
solemnized. 

By  his  will  executed  and  attested  in  such  manner 
as  by  law  is  required  for  rendering  valid  devises  of 
real  estates,  and  bearing  date  the  10th  of  February, 
1829f  Joshua  Grigby  devised  and  bequeathed  as 
follows : — 

"  I,  Joshua  Grigby,  of  Drinkstone,  in  Suffolk, 
"  Esquire,  make  this  my  last  will  and  testament, 
"  in  writing.  I  direct  all  my  just  debts  be  paid  ; 
"  I  give  and  devise  unto  my  wife,  Anna  Grigby, 
"  and  her  assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her 
"  natural  life,  all  that  my  mansion-house,  with  the 
"  yards,  gardens,  stables,  coach-houses,  and  appur- 
"  tenances  now  in  my  own  occupation,  at  Drink- 
*•  stone  aforesaid,  and  also  all  that  my  park  thereto ; 
«*  and  I  direct  that  trees  and  timber  shall  be  cut 
"  down  off  my  estates  in  the  parishes  of  Hawstead, 
"  Hessett,  and  Drinkstone,  and  sold  to  pay  the 
«•  expense  of  any  repairs,  painting,  or  glazing, 
"  which  in  the  opinion  of  the  said  Anna  Grigby, 
**  shall  at  any  time  be  required  for  any  of  the  said 
"  hereditaments  so  given  and  devised  to  her  for 
"  life ;   also  for  the  expense  of  insurance  of  the 
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1835.       «<  said  premises  from   fire,    which   I  direct  shaD 
"  be  done,  and  that  my  nephew  John  Harcourt 
"  Powell  (the  Appellant)  or  his  heirs,  executors, 
*^  or  administrators  shall  point  out,  at  proper  times, 
"  what  trees  shall  be  felled  for  those  purposes ;  and 
"  if  he  or  they  neglect,  or  refuse  to  do  so  for  one 
"  month  after  notice  in  writing  shall  be  given  to 
<<  him  or  them,  then  the  said  Anna  Grigby  shall 
**  cause  to  be  cut  down,  and  sell  such  trees  as  she 
**  shall  think  proper  for  those  purposes ;  and  I  con- 
"  firm  the  settlement  made  on  my  marriage  with 
**  my  present  wife.     And  I  give  and  devise,  and 
**  direct  to  be  paid  out  of  all  the  rest  of  my  real 
**  estates  in    SuflTolk,    unto    my    sister    Chariotte 
Grigby,  during  her  life,  220/.  a-year,  to  be  paid 
by  equal   payments,  the  first  day    of  January, 
"  April,  July,  and  October,  free  of  all  charges.   I 
"  direct  that  a  yearly  sum  of  15/.  be  paid  by  the 
"  aforesaid  payments,   to  the  widow    of  Thoraas 
**  Eaves,  my  bailiff,  for  her  life,   and   that  she  be 
"  permitted  to  live  without  rent  in  the  house  she 
"  now  resides.     And  subject  to  those  two  annuities. 
*•  and  other  conditions  above  specified,  I  give  aiid 
"  devise    all   my   real    estates   in    England,  from 
"  and  immediately  after  my  death,  and  also  all  the 
"above-mentioned  hereditaments  so  given  to  my 
**  said  wife  for  her  life,  and  from   and  after  her 
"  decease  unto  my  said  nephew  John  Harcourt 
"  Powell,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  ;   also  I  give 
"  and  devise  unto  the  said  John  Harcourt  Powell 
**  and  his  heirs  for  ever,  all  my  estate  in  the  State 
«*  of  Pennsylvania,  without  any  incumbrance  or 
"  restriction  whatsover  ;  and  1  give  and  devise  to 
**  my  said  nephew  John  Harcourt  Powell,  and  his 
"  heirs,  all  and  every  my  trust  estates,  messuages, 
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"  lands,  and  hereditaments,  and  all  my  mortgages      ,^^^^\ 
"  in  fee,  to  hold  the  same  according  to  the  respect- 
"  ive  trusts,  natures,  and  tenures  thereof;  and  I 
**  direct  that  all  my  paintings  and  portraits  in  my 
**  house  at  Drinkstone,  be  enjoyed  with  the  same 
**  by  my  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  death  to  go 
"  with  the  house,  and  subject  to  the  payment  of 
"  my  debts,  and  the  expenses  of  carrying  this  my 
"  will  into  effect     I  give  and  bequeath  all  my 
"  household  furniture,  plate,  linen,  china,  wine, 
"  stores,  all  the  rest  residue  and  remainder  of  my 
"  personal  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and  where- 
"  soever,  and  of  every  kind,  unto  my  said  wife 
^*  Anna  Grigby,  for  her  own  sole  use  and  benefit 
<^  I  nominate  and  appoint  my  said  wife  and  my 
"  said  nephew  John  Harcourt  Powell,  executrix 
"  and  executor  of  this  my  will.     And  I  particu- 
larly enjoin  that  I  be  buried  in  a  wooden  coffin 
only,  in  my  garden  at  Drinkstone,  within  twelve 
**  feet  of  the  wall,  towards  the  west  and  that  my 
"  body  be  not  removed  ;  and  that  if  any  minister 
**  shall  read  the  Unitarian  funeral  service  on  the 
^*  occasion,  201.  be  presented  to  him  ;  and  that  no 
**  hatchment  be  placed  on  my  house,  or  any  monu- 
"  ment    or    other   memorial,    in  any   church   or 
"  church-yard.     In  witness  whereof,  I  have  here- 
**  unto  set  my  hand  and  seal,  this  10th   day  of 
<*  February,  1829.  Joshua  Grigby.** 

The  testator  died  on  the  6th  of  March,  i  829, 
leaving  the  Respondent  Anna  Grigby,  and  the 
Appellant,  his  nephew,  surviving ;  and  they  after- 
wards  duly  proved  the  will  of  the  testator,  in  the 
proper  Ecclesiastical  Court  and  became  his  legal 
personal  representatives. 

On  the  death  of  Joshua  Grigby,  the  Respondent, 
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1^35-       Anna  Grigby,  entered  into  the   possession  of  the 
mansion-house,  park,  and  appurtenances,  with  the 
paintings  and  portraits.     Thomas  Crawford,  by  his 
will  bearing  date  on  the  13th  of  February,  1829, 
appointed  the  Respondent,  William  Henry  Craw- 
ford, his  sole  executor,  who  proved  the  will  in  the 
Prerogative  Court  of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbur}*. 
By  a  deed  bearing  date  the  1st  of  January,  1831, 
and  made  between  the  Appellant  and  the  Respond- 
ent,  William  Henry  Crawford,  of  the  first  part; 
the  Appellant  of  the  second  part ;    the  Respond- 
ent, Anna  Grigby,  of  the  third  part ;  the  Respond- 
ents, John  Moseley  and  William  Henry  Crawford, 
of  the  fourth  part ;  and  William  Ransom,  gentle- 
man, of  the  fifth  part;    the  Respondent,  Anna 
Grigby,  appointed  the  Respondent,  William  Henrr 
Crawford,  to  be  a  Trustee  of  the  said  indenture 
of  settlement,  and  of  the  hereditaments  therein 
mentioned,  in  place  of  Thomas  Crawford,  and  the 
Appellant  as  devisee  of  the  real  estate  of  Joshua 
Grigby;  and  the  said  Respondent,  Anna  Grigby, 
and  the  Appellant  as  executors  of  Joshua  Grigbv, 
respectively    appointed     the    Respondent,    John 
Moseley,  to  be  a  Trustee  of  the  indenture  of  set- 
tlement, and  of  the  hereditaments,  in  the  place  of 
the  Appellant ;    and  William  Henry  Crawford  as- 
signed and  transferred,  and  the  Appellant,  as  such 
devisee  as  aforesaid,  granted  and  confirmed  the 
hereditaments  mentioned  in  the  indenture  of  set- 
tlement, and  comprised  in  the  term  of  ninety-nine 
years,  to  William  Ransom,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  for  the  residue  of  the  term, 
upon  trust,  forthwith  to  assign  and   transfer  the 
same  hereditaments  to  William  Henry  Crawford 
and  John  Moseley,  their  executors,  administrators, 
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and  assigns,  for  the  residue  of  the  term  of  ninety-       1835. 
nine  years,  upon  the  trusts  declared  thereof)  by  the 
indenture  of  settlement  for  that  purpose. 

By  another  indenture,  bearing  date  the  14th  of 
February,  1831,  between  William  Ransom,  of  the 
one  part,  and  William  Henry  Crawford  and  John 
Moseley,  of  the  other  part ;  William  Ransom  as- 
signed and  transferred  the  hereditaments  to 
William  Henry  Crawford  and  John  Moseley,  their 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  the  re- 
sidue of  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  upon  the 
trusts  declared  thereof  by  the  indenture  of  set- 
tlement. 

On  the  death  of  the  testator,  Joshua  Grigby,  the 
Appellant  entered  into  the  possession  or  receipt  of 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  messuages,  farms, 
lands,  meadows,  and  pasture  grounds,  charged  by 
the  indenture  of  settlement,  other  than  the  man- 
sion-house, park,  and  appurtenances  at  Drinkstone, 
devised  to  the  Respondent,  Anna  Grigby,  for  her 
life. 

The  bill  then  proceeded  to  state  that  by  virtue 
of  the  indenture  of  release  and  settlement,  the 
Respondent,  Anna  Grigby,  became  entitled  to  be 
paid  the  sum  of  500/.  on  the  6th  day  of  April, 
1829,  and  a  like  sum  of  500/.  on  the  11th  day  of 
October  then  next  following,  and  to  the  like  pay- 
ments  on  every  6th  day  of  April,  and  11th  day  of 
October,  during  her  life,  and  to  have  the  same 
raised  and  paid,  if  necessary,  out  of  the  lands, 
meadows,  and  pasture  grounds,  other  than  the 
park,  which  at  the  time  of  the  date  and  execution 
of  the  said  indenture  of  release  and  settlement, 
were  occupied  by  Joshua  Grigby,  with  the  man- 
sion-house and  park,  and  out  of  the  said  tliree 
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18S5-      farms  situate  in  the   said   respective  parishes  of 
Drinkstone,  Hessett,  and  Hawstead,  and  that  no 
part  thereof  should  be  raised  or  paid  out  of  the 
mansion-house  or  park  ;    and  the  bill  insisted  that 
inasmuch  as  the  last-mentioned  hereditaments  and 
premises    produced    no  more    than    the   sum  of 
791/.  85.  6d.  net  per  annum,  or  thereabouts,  the 
Respondent,  Anna  Grigby,  was  entitled  to  have 
the  difference  between  that  sum  and  the  sum  ci 
1000/.  per  annum,  raised  by  a  mortgage  of  the  said 
hereditaments  and  premises  (other  than  the  man- 
sion-house,   park,  and   appurtenances)  ;    the  bill 
further  stated  that  there  was  then  due  to  the  Re- 
spondent,   Anna  Grigby,  a  considerable   sum  of 
money  for  arrears  of  the  jointure  rent-charge,  aod 
that  Charlotte  Grigby  died  in  the  month  of  March, 
1831  ;    that  all  arrears  of  her   said  annuity  had 
been  paid  to  her  during  her  life-time,  or  to  her 
representatives  since  her  death  ;    that  the  premise? 
devised  to  the  Respondent,  Anna  Grigby,  for  her 
life,  required  to  be  repaired,  painted,   and  glazed, 
and  that  the  Appellant  had  declined  to  point  oji 
what  trees  should  be  felled  for  those  purposes,  0: 
for  raising  a  sufficient  sum  of  money  to  keep  insured 
from    fire  the   premises  devised   to    the   said  Re- 
spondent, Anna  Grigby,  for  her  life. 

The  bill  prayed  that  it  might  be  declared  that 
the  Respondent,  Anna  Grigby,  was  entitled  to  be 
paid  the  whole  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  landv 
meadows,  and  pasture  grounds,  messuages,  farms 
and  other  lands  situate  in  the  parishes  of  Hawstead, 
Hessett,  and  Drinkstone  other  than  the  mansion- 
house,  park,  and  appurtenances  in  discharge  of  the 
jointure  rent-charge  of  1000/.  per  annum,  charged 
thereon  by  the  indenture  of  settlement  of  the  i?Jti) 
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of  December,  1826,  or  so  much  of  such  rents  and  1835. 
profits  as  should  amount  to  the  sum  of  1000/.  per 
annum ;  and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  <"* 
the  arrears  of  the  jointure  rent-charge  then  due 
and  owing  to  the  Respondent ;  and  that  an  account 
might  also  be  taken  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
lands,  meadows,  and  pasture  grounds,  messuages, 
farms,  and  other  lands  in  the  parishes  of  Hawstead, 
Hessett,  and  Drinkstone,  possessed  or  received  by 
the  Appellant,  or  by  any  person  or  persons  by  his 
order,  or  for  his  use,  since  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor ;  and  that  thereout  might  be  paid  what  should 
be  found  due  to  the  Respondent,  Anna  Grigby,  in 
respect  of  such  jointure  rent-charge  ;  and  that  an 
account  might  be  taken  of  the  repairs,  painting, 
and  glazing  required  for  the  hereditaments  and 
premises  devised  to  the  Respondent,  Anna  Grigby, 
for  her  life  ;  and  of  the  expense  of  the  insurance 
of  the  same  premises  from  fire  ;  and  that  all  ne- 
cessary  directions  might  be  given  for  cutting  down 
and  felling  the  necessary  trees  for  those  purposes, 
and  for  selling  the  same,  and  for  applying  the  pro- 
duce of  such  sale ;  and  that  a  receiver  might  be 
appointed  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  lands, 
meadows,  and  pasture  grounds,  messuages,  farms, 
and  other  lands  situate  in  the  parishes  of  Hawstead, 
Hessett,  and  Drinkstone,  except  the  mansion-house 
and  park. 

The  Appellant,  by  his  answer  to  the  bill  (among 
other  things)  stated  that  he  was  unable  to  set  forth 
what  were  the  motives  which  influenced  Joshua 
Grigby  to  execute  the  indentures  and  will,  or  what 
he  supposed  would  be  the  ejflfect  thereof,  or  what 
provision  he  intended  or  wished  to  make  for  the 
Respondent,  Anna  Grigby,  save  so  far  as  the  same 
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1835.  might  be  inferred  from  the  instruments  themselves, 
and  save  only  that  the  Appellant  was  convinced 
that  Joshua  Grigby  did  not  intend  that  the  whole 
of  the  annual  sum  of  1000/.  provided  for  the  Re- 
spondent, Anna  Grigby,  by  the  indentures,  should 
be  raised  and  paid  exclusively  out  of  such  part  of 
the  real  estates  comprised  in  the  settlement  as  is 
not  by  the  will  devised  to  the  Respondent,  Anna 
Grigby,  for  her  life  ;  and  the  Appellant  said  that 
he  was  the  more  confirmed  in  such,  his  belief,  be- 
cause Joshua  Grigby  resided  in  the  mansion-house, 
and  paid  great  attention  to  his  property,  all  which 
was  situate  in  the  immediate  neighbourhood  of  the 
mansion-house,  and  was  perfectly  well  aware  of  the 
value  and  rental  of  all  his  property,  that  he  set  and 
received  the  rents  of  such  parts  thereof  as  were 
not  occupied  by  himself^  and  that  he  farmed  other 
parts  thereof  himself,  and  he  well  knew  as  the  fact 
was  that  the  rents  of  the  estates,  exclusive  of  the 
mansion-house  and  premises,  devised  to  the  Re- 
spondent, Anna  Grigby,  for  life,  were  not  nearly 
sufficient  to  pay  to  the  Respondent,  Anna 
Grigby,  an  annual  sum  of  1000/.,  inasmuch 
as  such  parts  thereof  as  were  let  off  by  Joshua 
Grigby  at  the  date  of  the  indenture  of  settle- 
ment of  the  29th  day  of  December,  1826,  as 
also  at  the  date  of  the  will,  including  the  copyhold 
parts  thereof,  were  so  let  at  divers  gross  rents  an- 
nually amounting  to  765/.  or  thereabouts,  and  the 
remainder  thereof  occupied  by  Joshua  Grigby  him- 
self, including  also  the  copyhold  parts  thereof^ 
were,  in  the  Appellant's  judgment,  worth  about 
267/.  11^.  6t/.  per  annum,  or  thereabouts,  from 
which  respective  sums  large  deductions  would  ne- 
cessarily have  to  be  made  for  land  tax,  repairs. 
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quit-rents,  and  other  out-goings,  as  also  the  annual       1835. 
value  of  the  copyhold  parts  thereof,  not  included 
in  the  indenture  of  settlement,  and  not  affected  «;; 

thereby,  and  were  devised  by  the  will  of  Joshua 
Grigby  to  the  Appellant,  and  the  estates  (exclusive 
as  aforesaid),  but  including  the  lands  occupied  by 
Joshua  Grigby,  and  deducting  therefrom  such 
copyhold  parts  as  aforesaid,  being  then  let  at 
annual  gross  rents,  amounting  to  814/.  1^.  6rf.  or 
thereabouts,  from  which  land-tax,  repairs,  and  other 
outgoings,  would  also  necessarily  have  to  be  made ; 
and  the  Appellant  submitted  that  all  the  property 
comprised  in  the  indentures  (including  the  man- 
sion-house and  hereditaments)  devised  to  Respond- 
ent, Anna  Grigby,  for  her  life,  ought  to  contribute 
rateably  to  the  payment  of  the  annuity  of  1000/. 

The  Appellant,  by  his  answer,  said  that  he  had 
always  been  ready  and  willing  to  make  all  reason- 
able payments  for  painting,  glazing,  and  repairing 
the  mansion-house,  and  for  keeping  the  same  insured 
against  loss  by  fire  ;  and  that  he  had  in  fact  regu- 
larly paid  all  demands  which  had  ever  been  made 
on  him  for  that  purpose,  and  he  was  ready  and 
willing,  in  case  and  so  often  as  any  further  sums 
were  necessary  for  any  of  the  aforesaid  purposes, 
to  pay  the  same,  or  point  out  the  timber  to  be 
felled  for  raising  the  same. 

The  Respondent,  Anna  Grigby,  replied  to  the 
answer,  and  the  cause  was  heard  without  any  evi- 
dence other  than  the  answers,  before  the  Vice- 
Chancellor,  on  the  9th  of  June,  1832  ;  and  by  the 
decree  then  made  it  was  declared,  that  the  several 
estates  comprised  in  the  settlement,  and  situate  in 
the  parishes  of  Hawstead,  Hessett,  and  Drink- 
stone,  other  than  and  except  the  mansion-house 
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1835.       and  park,  yards,  garden,  stables,  coach-houses,  aod 
appurtenances   thereunto,    situate    at    Drinkstone 
aforesaid,  which  are  by  the  w^ill   devised  to  tbe 
Respondent,  Anna  Grigby,  for  life,  are  liable  to 
pay  and  make  good  the  whole  of  the  jointure  rentp 
charge  of  1000/.  per  annum   to  the   Respondent, 
Anna  Grigby,  for  her  life,  and  the  arrears  due; 
and  that  the  mansion-house,  park,  and  premises,  so 
devised  to  the  Respondent,  Anna  Grigby,  for  her 
life,  are  exempt  from  the  payment  of  any  part  of 
the  jointure  rent-charge ;    and  it  was  referred  tc 
the  master  to  take  an  account  of  the  arrears  of  the 
jointure  or  rent-charge  due    to    the   Respondent, 
Anna  Grigby,  with  the  usual  directions  ;  and  it  was 
ordered  that  the  master  should  tax  the  costs  of  tk 
suit  to  that  time  of  the  Respondent,  Anna  Grigbj, 
and  of  the  Respondents,  William  Henry  Crawford 
and  John  Moseley  ;    and  it  was  ordered  that  the 
Appellant  should  pay  to  the  Respondent,  Anna 
Grigby,  the  costs  which  she  should  so  pay,  together 
with  her  own  costs  ;  and  the  Court  reserved  the 
consideration  of  further  directions,  and  of  the  sub- 
sequent costs. 

This  decree  was  signed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
and  enrolled  on  the  30th  of  August,  1832. 

The  appeal  was  against  this  Decree. 

For  the  Appellant,  Mr.  Knight  and  Mr. 
Preston. 

By  the  settlement,  the  mansion-house,  park,  and 
other  property  devised  to  the  Respondent,  Anna 
Grigby,  were  chargeable  with  the  rent-charee  d 
1000/.,  and  liable  to  contribute  rateablv  according 
to  their  value,  to  the  payment  of  the  rent-char^. 
The  will  of  the  testator  has  not  in  express  terms  or 
by  necessary  implication,  or  upon  any  reasonabfe 
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construction,  exonerated  the  mansion-house,  park,      }^^^\ 
and  other  property,  devised   to  the  Respondent, 
Anna  Grigby,  from  the  payment  of  all  or  any  part 
of  the  rent-charge. 

The  decree  is  not  to  be  supported,  except  on  an 
assumption  that  the  testator  has  created  a  new 
rent-charge  of  1000/.  differently  modified,  that  is, 
chargeable  only  on  the  residue  of  the  lands,  exclu- 
sively of  the  mansion-house,  park,  &c.,  while  if 
such  had  been  the  intention  of  the  testator,  he 
would  have  expressed  that  intention  in  the  gifl  to 
his  wife,  as  he  in  express  terms  has  done  in  the 
gift  to  his  sister,  by  fixing  the  rent-charge  on  the 
rest  of  his  estates.  The  construction  must  be  the 
same  at  law  and  in  equity,  since  no  new  rent- 
charge  was  created  at  law ;  and  unless  there  was  a 
new  rent-charge  at  law,  the  Respondent,  Anna 
Grigby,  could  not,  in  her  pleadings  in  support  of  a 
right  to  distrain,  state  this  to  be  a  rent-charge  in 
any  other  manner  or  in  any  other  form  than  as  the 
rent-charge  was  created  by  the  deed  of  settlement, 
and  consequently  she  must  describe  the  rent-charge 
as  issuing  out  of  the  mansion-house,  park,  and 
other  property  devised  to  herself,  as  well  as  out  of 
the  residue  of  the  property  comprised  in  the 
settlement. 

The  clause  in  the  will  confirmatory  of  the  settle- 
ment, will  be  fully  satisfied  by  showing  that  the 
testator  has  declared  his  intention  that  in  equity 
the  rent-charge  should  be  payable,  notwithstanding 
he  had  devised  part  of  the  property  to  his  widow 
for  her  life.  It  would  be  an  unreasonable  con- 
struction of  the  will,  that  the  testator  should  be 
making  an  arrangement,  by  which  the  devisee  of 
his  will  should    not  only  be   excluded  from  all 
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1835.  benefit  in  the  property  during  the  life  of  his  wife, 
but  that  there  should  be  an  accumulating  debt 
from  year  to  year  during  her  life  on  the  inherit- 
ance, and  that  charge  carrying  interest  with  the 
expense  of  a  mortgage  in  each  successive  year, 
while  the  intention  of  the  testator  would  be  satis- 
fied by  securing  to  his  widow  an  annuity  of  lOOO/* 
for  her  life,  with  the  possession,  in  like  manner  as 
the  testator  held  it,  of  the  mansion-house  and  the 
park,  leaving  her  to  contribute  or  forbear  the  re- 
ceipt of  a  reasonable  proportion  of  the  rent-charge 
out  of  this  property.  This  must  have  been  the 
result  if  the  mansion-house  and  park  had  been 
devised  to  any  other  person  than  the  Respondent, 
Anna  Grigby ;  and  no  rule  of  equity  can  be  found 
to  place  the  wife  in  a  better  condition  than  such 
other  person  would  have  been. 

By  the  terms  of  the  settlement,  if  there  should 
be  any  arrear  of  rent-charge  at  the  death  of  the 
widow,  or  even  in  her  life-time,  such  arrears  are 
under  the  trusts  of  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years, 
to  be  raised  by  a  mortgage  of  the  mansion-house 
and  park,  as  well  as  of  the  other  property. 

For  the  Respondents,  Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr. 
Tinne^. 

Every  part  of  the  estate  is  liable  to  the  jointure. 
The  testator  devised  the  mansion-house  and  park 
to  his  wife  for  life,  and  then  confirmed  the  settle- 
ment. The  intention  must  have  been  to  give  to 
her  the  mansion-house  and  park,  and  to  leave  her 
her  jointure.  The  appellant  says  she  is  to  hold  the 
mansion-house  and  park  at  a  rack-rent.  The  gift 
of  the  mansion-house  and  park  in  effect  took  that 
part  of  the  estate  out  of  the  security  for  the  rent- 
charge.     The  testator  could  not  intend  that  there 
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should  be  an  annual  valuation  and  apportionment  18S5. 
of  the  rent  between  the  estates  and  an  abatement 
pro  tanto.  He  must  have  expressed  such  an  inten- 
tion  had  he  entertained  it.  The  gifts  are  both 
from  the  same  person  to  the  same  person,  a  hus- 
band to  his  wife.  "  You  shall  have  my  mansion- 
house  and  park  to  live  in,  and  1000/.  a  year." 


The  decree  was  affirmed  on  the  grounds  alleged 
for  the  judgment  in  the  court  below.  See  5  Si- 
mon's Reports,  290. 

Decree  affirmed. 


POWKLL 

V. 
QUOBT. 


INDEX. 


Act  of  parliament. 

The  corporation  of  Dublin  had  immemorially  been  seized 
of  a  water  course,  from  which  the  inhabitant  householders 
of  Dublin  had  been  supplied  with  water  on  certain  pay- 
ments made  by  them  under  contract  or  usage.  By 
acts  of  parliament  obtained  in  1796  and  1809i  powers 
were  given  to  the  corporation  to  levy  rates  upon  the 
inhabitants,  and  raise  money  on  the  credit  of  the  rates 
for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  supply  of  water. 
Held  —  that  the  rates  levied  under  the  authority  of  the  act 
could  not  be  applied  under  a  resolution  or  bye-law  of 
the  corporation,  to  discharge  debts  incurred,  or  expend- 
iture made  upon  the  improvements  of  the  water  course 
for  the  supply  of  the  inhabitants  before  the  passing  of 
the  acts,  nor  in  compensation  of  services  of  the  mayor 
or  treasurer  of  the  corporation,  or  salaries  of  new 
officers,  or  the  increase  of  salaries  of  old  officers.  Held 
also  that  the  costs  of  a  former  appeal,  in  which  the 
corporation  were  respondents,  might  be  given  by  the 
court  below  out  of  the  fund  of  the  rates,  though  not 
directed  by  the  order  made  on  appeal.— Co^ra^tbit  of 
Dublin  V.  The  Attomey-Generaly  p.  395. 

ACQUIESCENCE.     See  Practice  S. 

ADULTERY.     See  Jurisdiction. 

AGREEMENT.     See  Practice  2. 

ANSWER.     See  Pleading,  Mortgage  1. 

ASSETS.     See  Debts. 

BILL.     See  Pleading. 

CAPACITY.     See  Legitimacy. 

CATCHING  BARGAIN.    See  Heir  Expectant. 

CHARGE.     See  Debts. 

COPYHOLD. 

By  articles  of  agreement  on  the  24th  of  April^  1769,  re- 
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citing  that  R.  M.  was  seized  of  customary  lands  of 
inheritance  of  the  manor  of  Taunton  Deane,  &c.>  in 
consideration  of  an  intended  marriage,  and  of  the  mar- 
riage fortune  or  portion  of  G.  H.  Ac,  R«  M.  covenanted 
and  agreed  that  he,  his  heir  or  assigns  should  and  would 
surrender  to  the  use  of  J.  H.  and  J.  M.  their  heirs,  &c., 
the  premises  therein  recited  to  be  held  by  them,  J.  H. 
and  J.  M.  and  the  survivor,  &c.     **  Upon  trust  to  per- 
<<  mit  R.  M.,  his  heirs  and  assigns  to  hold  the  premises, 
'<  &c.,  until  the  marriage,  and  after  the  marriage  for 
'<  R.  M.  for  his  life ;  and  afler  the  death  of  R.  M.  upon 
**  trust  for  G.  H.  for  her  life,  if  she  should  survive 
^<  R.  M. ;  and  after  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the 
<<  settlor  and  his  intended  wife,  that  the  trustees  should 
« surrender  the  premises  to  the  use  of  such  child  or 
**  children  of  the  marriage  as  the  settlor  should  appoint 
**  by  deed  or  will ;  and  in  default  of  appointment  by  the 
**  settlor,  then  as  G.  H.  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint ; 
<<  and  in  default  of  such  appointment  by  R*  M.  and  G.  H. 
"  then  to  the  use  o£  all  and  every  the  child  or  children 
**  of  the  body  of  R.  M.  on  the  body  of  G.  H.  begotten 
**  (if  more  than  one  child)  their  heirs  and  assigns  for 
**  ever,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor  as  tenants 
"  in  common  ;  and  if  but  one  such  child,  then  to  the  use 
**  and  behoof  of  such  only  child,  his  or  her  heirs  or 
«  assigns  for  ever,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said 
'<  manor  ;  such  surrender  or  surrenders  of  the  premises 
''to  be  made  at  the  costs  and  charges  in  all  things  of 
**  such  child  or  children  who  should  be  entitled  to  take 
<*  the  same  by  virtue  of  the  limitation  ;  and  in  default  of 
<<  issue  of  the  body  of  R.  M.  &c.,  that  should  be  living 
''  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  them,  then 
''upon  this  further   condition,   and   upon   this  further 
"  special  trust  and  confidence,  that  J.  H.  and  J.  M.,  or 
"  the  survivor  of  them  and  his  heirs  or  assigns  should 
"  surrender  into  the  hands  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  for 
"  the  time  being,  all  and  singular  the  premises  to  the  use 
"  and   behoof  of  the   right  heirs  of  R,   M.  Jar  ever, 
"  according  to   the   custom   of  the  manor  of  Taunton 
"  Deane  ;  such  surrender  or  surrenders  to  be  made  at 
"the  costs  and  charges  in  all  things  of  such  person 
"  or  persons    who    by    virtue    of  the    last-mentioned 
"  condition  or  limitation,  should  be  entitled  to  take  the 
"  same.'' 
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The  articles  were  executed  and  surrenders  made  according 

to  the  agreement,  &c. 
There  was  issue  of  the  marriage  one  child  only,  E.  M. 
The  settlor  R.  M.  died  in  1779,  by  his  will  reciting  that 
he  had  surrendered  and  settled  the  greatest  part  of  his 
Taunton  Deane  land^o  the  use  of  his  wife  for  life,  and 
that  he  had  other  lands,  parcel  of  the  manor  of  Taunton 
Deane,  which  were  not  settled ;  and  in  order  to  make 
some  provision  for  his  daughter,  he  had  surrendered  his 
Taunton  Deane  lands  to  J.  H.  upon  trust  to  perform  his 
will,  he  devised  to  G.  H.  all  his  Taunton  Deane  lands 
(not  settled  on  his  marriage  as  aforesaid,)  to  hold  ac- 
cording to  the  custom  of  the  manor  upon  trust,  to  sell 
such  unsettled  lands,  and  with  the  purchase  monies  and 
his  personal  estate,  to  pay  debts,  &c.,  and  apply  the 
overplus  for  the  maintenancCi  &c.  of  his  daughter,  &c. ; 
and  when  she  attained  the  age  of  21,  to  pay  the  over- 
plus of  the  trust  monies  to  his  daughter  for  her  own  use. 
G.  his  widow  held  the  premises  until  the  time  of  her 
death  in  1819.  £.  M.  died  in  1812,  having  by  her  will 
devised  all  her  lands,  &c.  to  J.  H. 
R.  M.  had  no  brother  who  survived  him.  Held,  upon 
these  facts  and  events,  that  S.  L.,  the  youngest  sister  of 
R.  M.,  who  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  G.,  the  widow, 
was  heiress  of  R.  M .,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
manor,  was  entitled  to  the  customary  premises  under 
the  trusts  of  the  articles  of  agreement. — Bush  v.  Locke, 

p.  1. 

CONSTRUCTION.    5^^  Copyhold.    Devise.    Mortgage. 

COSTS.    See  Act  of  Parliament. 

DEBTS. 

1.  By  a  marriage  settlement  in  consideration  of  the  wife*s 
fortune,  and  to  make  a  suitable  provision  for  her  and 
her  issue  V.  the  settlor  conveyed  lands  in  trust  upon 
the  usual  limitations  in  marriage  settlements  with  terms 
for  raising  portions  of  younger  children,  with  a  proviso 
for  cesser  of  the  terms  upon  satisfaction,  &c.  It  was 
then  declared  and  agreed  that  the  lands,  &c.  should  in 
the  first  place  stand  and  be  charged  with  the  several 
sums  due  for  the  portions  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  of 
V.  the  settlor,  amounting  to  15,000/.,  and  the  judg* 
ments  and  bonds  set  forth  in  a  schedule  to  the  deed, 
and  amounting  to  12,700/.  The  deed  contained  the 
usual  covenants  for  title,  &c.    In  the  covenant  against 
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incumbrance  were  the  following  exceptions :    '*  Other 
**  than  and  except  the  jointure  of  700^.  for  the  mother 
**  of  V.  the  settlor,  and  other  than  and  except  the  se- 
«(  veral  sums  due  by  judgments  or  bonds  to  the  different 
"  persons  in  the  schedule  hereunto  annexed,  amounting 
<<  to  12,700/.,  and  also  otfafcr  than  and  except  the  sum  of 
*'  15,000^.  (the  portions  due  to  the  brothers  and  sisters  of 
**  V.  the  settlor,)  with  all  and  every  of  which  said  se- 
<<  veral  sums  the  said  lands  and  premises  are  hereby 
**  charged,"  and  except  quit-rents  and  leases.     In  the 
covenant  for  further  assurance  there  was  by  reference  a 
similar  exception,  '<  except  as  before  excepted."     Some 
of  the  debts  named  in  the  schedule  were  debts  of  the 
settlor.    The  others  were   debts   of  his  father.     The 
settlor  by  his  will  directed  that  a  judgment  entered  on  a 
bond  of  A.  B.  (which  was  one  of  the  bond  debts  of  the 
testator,  mentioned  in  the  schedule  to  the  settlement,) 
should  be  satisfied  by  his  executors,  the  same  having 
been  paid.     He  died  in  1828,  having  during  his  life  paid 
off  15,000/.  charged  on  the   estate  under  his  father's 
settlement  for  his  younger  brothers  and  sisters,  and  also 
some  of  his  father's  debts,  and  some  of  his  own  debts 
mentioned  in  the  schedule,  in  ease  of  his  settled  estates. 
Held,  reversing  the  decree  in  the  court  below,  that  the 
debts  enumerated  in  the  schedule  to  the  settlement, 
and  such  parts  of  the  15,000/.  as  remained  unpaid,  were 
a  charge  on  the  lands  which  were  declared  to  be  the 
primary  fund  for  payment  of  those  debts,  that  the  per- 
sonal estate  was  exonerated.  —  Vandeleur  v.  Vandeleurt 
p.  157. 
2.  P.  by  will  devised  his  estate  of  B.  to  his  eldest  son  I., 
charged  with  20,000/. ;  and  interest  from  the  day  of  his 
death  as  a  legacy,  which  he  bequeathed  to  G.  a  younger 
son.     His  lands  in  C.  he  devised  to  I.,  subject  to  the 
incumbrances  then  a  charge  thereon,  and  to  the  payment 
of  all  such  debts  as  he  might  owe  at  his  decease,  and 
also  to  pay  G.  1000/.  yearly  during  the  life  of  his  wife. 
He  directed  that  his  house  at  H.  should  be  sold,  and 
the  produqp  applied  towards  the  discharge  of  his  said 
debts ;  and  as  to  all  the  residue  of  his  fortune,  both  real 
and  personal,  he  devised  and  bequeathed  the  same  in 
trust  to  be  sold,  and  applied  to  the  discharge  of  his 
debts,  in  aid  of  his  said  real  estates ;  and  he  gave  to  his 
son  F,  10,000/.  charged  on  his  lands  in  C. 
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In  these  lands  in  C.  the  testator  had  only  a  life  estate,  the 
remainder  in  fee  being  in  I.  his  eldest  son.  In  1815,  F. 
filed  a  bill  in  Chancery  to  put  I.  to  his  election.  I.,  by 
his  answer,  elected  to  take  under  the  will ;  it  was  de- 
clared that  the  legacy  of  10,000/.  was  well  charged  on 
the  lands  in  €.»  and  accounts  were  directed  of  what  was 
due  for  the  legacy  and  incumbrances  affecting  the  lands 
in  C.  prior  to  the  legacy,  and  generally  of  the  debts 
and  legacies  of  the  testator  affecting  those  lands  and 
their  priorities,  &c.,  and  of  the  personal  estate,  &c. 
The  Master  accordingly  found,  and  set  forth  in  schedules 
to  his  report)  the  legacies  and  debts  affecting  the  lands 
and  their  priorities,  and  the  judgment-bond  and  simple 
contract  debts,  owing  by  the  testator  at  his  death,  and 
what  was  due  upon  the  legacy ;  but  that  no  evidence  as 
to  his  personal  estate  had  been  laid  before  him.  Upon 
further  directions,  it  was  ordered  that  in  default  of  pay- 
ment the  lands  should  be  sold,  and  out  of  the  produce 
that  the  judgment  and  other  debts  should  be  paid,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  should  be  paid  what  was  due  upon  his 
legacy,  &c. 

In  this  stage  of  the  proceedings,  it  was  discovered  that  I. 
had  incumbered  the  lands  before  the  filing  of  the  bill, 
and  could  make  no  valid  election  ;  whereupon  a  supple- 
mental bill  was  filed,  praying  that  if  the  creditors  of  I. 
would  not  release  their  demands,  and  by  reason  of  the 
incumbrances  the  lands  in  C.  could  not  be  sold,  then 
that  the  lands  at  B.,  and  the  reversion  thereof  devised 
to  I.  should  be  sold  to  satisfy  the  legacy.  By  the  de- 
cree in  this  suit,  it  was  ordered  that  other  lands,  the 
fee-simple  estate  of  the  testator  should,  be  sold  for  the 
purposes  expressed  in  the  former  decree,  and  if  they 
should  be  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  debts  and  legacies, 
I.  having  defeated  the  will  of  his  father,  and  disabled 
himself  from  making  a  valid  election  between  the  lands 
in  C.  and  the  reversion  of  the  estate  at  B.,  that  the 
debts  and  legacies,  &c.  should  be  charges  on  the  rever- 
sion of  I.  in  the  estate  at  B.,  and  that  the  same  should 
be  raised  by  the  sale  thereof,  and  a  reference  was  made 
to  the  Master  to  ascertain  debts  and  incumbrances,  and 
priorities  thereof,  and  particularly  the  legacy  of  20,000/. 
to  G.,  and  the  priority  thereof,  and  out  of  what  fund  it 
ought  to  be  paid. 

Tlie   Master,  by  his  report,  certified  that  the  legacy  of 
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20,000/.  was  payable  out  of  the  lands  at  B.,  and  was 
next  in  priority  after  the  judgment  debts  remaining  un- 
paid by  sale  of  the  other  fee-simple  estates  of  the  tes- 
tator. Objections  to  this  report,  and  afterwards  (ac- 
cording to  the  practice  in  Ireland)  a  motion  was  made 
to  set  aside  the  report,  or  that  it  might  be  sent  back  to 
be  varied  and  amended:  but  the  motion  was  refused, 
and  that  decision  was  affirmed  on  appeal.  —  Bouverie  v. 
Norburyy  p.  611. 

DECREE.     See  Fraud. 

DESCENT.     See  Copthold.    Lbgitimact. 

DEMURRER.    See  Pleading. 

DEVISE.     See  D'ebts.    Will. 

John  Fetherston,  H.,  made  his  will  as  follows :  I  bequeath 
to  my  nephew  Edward  Briscoe,  1000/.  sterling ;  to  my 
nephew  Fetherston  Briscoe  a  like  sum  of  1000/.  sterling ; 
to  Cuthbert  Fetherston  of  Ballintopher,  the  sum  of 
2000/.  sterling,  with  remainder  to  his  eldest  daughter  in 
case  he  shall  not  live  to  receive  the  same.  I  give  devise 
and  bequeath  to  my  much  respected  kinsman  William 
Fetherston,  son  of  Cuthbert  Fetherston  of  Mosstown, 
and  to  his  heirs  male,  according  to  their  seniority  in  age 
on  their  respectively  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  all  my  estates  real  and  personal,  in  lands,  houses, 
and  tenements,  not  hereinbefore  disposed  of,  the  elder 
son  surviving  of  the  said  William  Fetherston,  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten,  always  to  be 
preferred  to  the  second  or  younger  son ;  and  in  case  of 
the  failure  of  issue  male  in  the  said  William  surviving 
him,  or  their  dying  unmarried  and  without  lawful  issue 
male  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  to 
Theobald  Fetherston,  brother  of  the  said  William  and 
his  heirs  male  lawfully  begotten  on  attaining  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,,  the  elder  to  be  preferred  to  the 
younger ;  and  in  case  of  the  death  or  failure  of  the 
issue  male  of  the  said  Theobald  lawfully  begotten,  and 
their  not  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  to 
my  right  heirs  for  ever.  And  I  do  hereby  empower  the 
said  Theobald  Fetherston,  when  in  possession,  to  charge 
and  encumber  the  said  estates  and  properties  as  a  pro- 
vision for  a  younger  child  or  children  by  him  lawfully 
begotten,  with  any  sum  not  exceeding  jf  3000  sterling,  in 
such  proportions  as  he  shall  by  deed  or  will  direct ;  and 
for  want  of  such  direction,  or  in  the  event  of  any  of  the 
sons  of  the  said  Theobald  Fetherston  inheriting  the  said 
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estates  or  properties,  then  the  said  sum  of  iSSOOO  to  be 
equally  divided  between  the  said  younger  children,  be 
they  son  or  sons,  daughter  or  daughters ;  and  if  but  one 
younger  child,  then  the  entire  sum  of  3000^.  to  such 
only  child,  &c.  &c. 
At  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  will  on  the  26th  of  April, 
1 827/  William  Fetherston  was  living,  and  had  issue  male 
of  his  body  two  sons,  Cuthbert  Fetherston,  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff,  his  eldest  son,  and  William  Fetherston,  his 
second  son,  then  living. 
William  Fetherston,  in  the  will  named,  died  on  the  third  of 
May,  1829,  leaving  Cuthbert  Fetherston,  his  eldest  son 
and  heir  at  law,  and  William  Fetherston,  second  and  only 
younger  son,  and  Anne  Fetherston,  his  only  daughter, 
him  surviving.  The  testator  died  in  June,  1829. 
Upon  these  facts  found  in  a  special  verdict,  —  Held,  that 
the  will  gave  an  estate  tail  to  William,  which  lapsed  by 
his  death,  whereupon  an  estate  tail  vested  in  Theobald, 
the  defendant  in  error. — Jack  v.  Fetherston^  p.  237. 

DISCOVERY.     See  Pleading. 

DIVORCE.     See  Jurisdiction. 

equity.     See  Pleading.     Fraud.     Heir  expectant. 

ESTATE  TAIL.     See  Devise. 

evidence.     See  Tithes. 

EXONERATION.     See  Debts. 

FRAUD. 

By  indenture  of  marriage  settlement  in  1740,  lands  in 
Ireland  were  conveyed  in  trust  for  John  Becher  for  life, 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons,  subject  to  a  term 
of  99  years,  in  trust  to  raise  by  sale  or  mortgage  5000/. 
for  younger  children,  in  such  shares  as  John  Becher 
should  appoint.  In  1763,  John  Becher,  upon  the  mar- 
riage of  his  daughter  Jane  with  O'Donovan,  appointed 
2000/.,  which  was  settled  after  the  death  of  O'Don- 
ovan upon  the  younger  children  of  the  marriage  as  he 
should  appoint. 
In  January,  1768,  Richard,  eldest  son  of  John  Becher, 
borrowed  of  Richard  Wright  2300/. ;  a  mortgage  was 
made  of  the  lands  in  settlement,  and  a  recovery  suf- 
fered to  enure  after  payment  of  the  mortgage  money 
to  such  uses  as  John  and  Richard  Becher  should 
appoint,  and  in  default,  &c.,  to  the  uses  of  the  settle- 
ment 1740.  By  deed  executed  in  September,  1768, 
the  uses  were  declared  to  John  Becher  for  life ;  remain- 
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der  to  Richard  Becher  for  life ;  remainder  to  the  first 
and  other  sons  of  Richard,  in  strict  settlementy  with  a 
power  of  revocation. 

In  1769,  on  the  marriage  of  Richard  Becher,  a  term  of 
500  years  was  created  to  raise  5000/.,  portions  of 
younger  children.  John  Becher  was  the  eldest  son  of 
this  marriage,  and  there  were  two  younger  children, 
who  became  entitled  to  the  50001* 

John  Becher  the  elder  died  in  1778,  having  by  his  will, 
under  the  powers  of  the  settlement  of  1 740,  appointed 
2000/.  to  his  daughter  Elizabeth,  and  1000/.  to  his 
son  Michael,  who  died,  having  bequeathed  his  share  to 
his  brother  Richard,  who  on  his  second  marriage  settled 
that  sum  on  the  younger  children  of  the  marriage. 

O'Donovan  died  in  1778,  having  appointed  the  20001,  set- 
tled on  his  marriage  among  his  younger  children. 

In  1777,  Elizabeth  Becher  married  William  Evans,  and  in 
1779  they  filed  a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Ire- 
land, against  Richard  Becher,  and  John,  his  son,  then  a 
minor,  &c.,  praying  payment  of  the  sum  of  2000/.,  or 
that  the  lands  comprised  in  the  term  might  be  sold, 
which  was  decreed.  In  1781,  Richard  Wright  filed  a 
bill  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  against  Richard  and 
John  Becher  and  others,  praying  payment  of  the 
mortgage  money,  &c.,  or  a  foreclosure  and  sale,  which 
was  decreed.  In  1785,  the  younger  children  of  O'Don- 
ovan filed  a  bill  in  the  Exchequer  against  John  and 
Richard  Becher  and  others,  praying  payment  of  the 
2000/.,  or  a  sale>  which  was  decreed.  Under  the  de- 
crees in  these  causes,  sales  were  effected,  in  which  the 
lands  were  purchased  in  trust  for,  and  conveyances  made 
to,  James  Bernard.  He  settled  the  lands  by  deed  in 
1784,  and  died  in  1790,  having  by  his  will  secured  the 
residue  of  his  estate  to  his  son.  John  Becher  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  his  father,  Richard,  who  also  died  in 
1825.  In  1728,  R.  H.  H.,  the  son  of  John  Becher, 
filed  a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  charging 
collusion  and  irregularity  in  the  proceedings,  and  pray- 
ing a  declaration  that  the  decrees  and  sales  in  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  were  fraudulently  obtained;  that  the 
plaintiff  might  redeem  on  payment  of  the  sums  paid  by 
James  Bernard,  or  that  he  might  be  compensated  out 
of  his  assets,  which  latter  relief  was  ordered  by  the  de- 
cree, and  issues  directed  as  to  the  value  of  the  lands. 
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This    decree    was    affirmed  on  appeal.       Bandon  v. 
Becher,  p.  532. 
HEIR.     See  Debts.     Devise.     Will. 
HEIR  EXPECTANT. 

K.  a  young  man  about  twenty-four  years  of  age,  having 
under  a  settlement  an  annuity  of  800/.  during  the  joint 
lives  of  himself  and  his  father,  and  a  life  estate  in  re- 
mainder, subject  to  his  father's  life  estate  in  lands  com- 
prised in  the  settlement,  entered  into  a  negotiation  with 
H.,  a  silversmith  and  jeweller,  to  effect  a  loan  of  5000/., 
which  H.  declined,  but  offered  to  sell  him  goods,  which 
was  done  accordingly,  K.  selecting  plate,  jewels,  trin- 
kets, &c.  out  of  the  shop  of  H.,  at  the  shop  prices 
marked  upon  them,  to  the  amount  of  8000/. ;  to  secure 
the  repayment  of  which  sum  with  interest  at  5  per  cent, 
from  the  date  of  the  transaction,  a  mortgage  was  exe- 
cuted by  K.  of  his  life  interest  in  remainder,  with  a  co- 
venant to  insure  his  life.  H.  in  his  mortgage  was  de- 
scribed as  of  C.  Square,  Esquire,  and  the  consideration 
was  stated  to  be  for  a  debt  owing  by  K.  to  H. :  as  col- 
lateral security,  warrants  of  attorney,  to  enter  up  judg- 
ment in  England  and  Ireland,  were  executed,  and  judg- 
ments entered  up  accordingly.  A  promissory  note  for 
the  amount  was  also  signed  by  K.,  in  which  the  con- 
siderasion  was  stated  to  be  goods  sold  and  delivered. 
Pending  the  treaty  K.  had  sold  or  charged  his  annuity 
to  the  full  amount,  and  then  had  no  other  present  in- 
come. 

The  goods  were  not  delivered  until  about  four  months 
after  the  selection,  to  give  time  for  registering  the  mort- 
gage in  Ireland. 

Upon  the  delivery  of  the  goods  K.  placed  them  in  the 
hands  of  R.,  an  auctioneer,  to  secure  the  repayment  of 
2500/.  borrowed,  with  power  to  R.  to  sell  by  auction  in 
default  of  repayment. 

Before  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  L.,  the  father  of  K.* 
was  informed  of  some  transactions  of  loan  pending  be- 
tween his  son  and  H.,  and  the  solicitors  of  L.  who,  on 
that  occasion,  acted  as  the  solicitors  of  K.,  required  H. 
to  take  back  the  goods  and  deliver  up  the  securities, 
which  H.  refused  to  do.  Thereupon  a  bill  was  filed  by 
K.,  praying  that  the  securities  might  be  delivered  up, 
and  offering  to  return  the  goods,  and  in  the  mean  time 
to  deposit  them  in  court.     This  was  not  done ;  but  the 
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goods  were  sold  at  a  public  auction,  under  his  power  bj 
R.,  for  a  sum  of  3482^.,  a  small  part  being  purchased  at 
the  sale  by  K.  The  bill  was  afterwards,  in  July,  18S9, 
dismissed  for  want  of  prosecution.  In  July,  1S80, 
another  bill  was  filed,  stating  the  same  case  as  in  the 
former  bill,  charging  among  other  things  that  the  goodb 
were  sold  to  K.  at  an  exorbitant  OTercharge,  and  prajr- 
ing  delivery  of  the  securities  on  payment  of  the  sum 
for  which  the  goods  were  sold,  with  interest,  or  upon 
such  other  terms  as  the  court  should  think  just  and 
direct.  The  bill  also  prayed  an  injunction  to  restrain 
negotiation  of  the  promissory  note,  8cc»  The  injuoc- 
tion  was  granted  by  order  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  and 
upon  motion  to  discharge  this  order  it  was  upheld  by  the 
LfOrd  Chancellor. 
By  evidence  in  the  cause  it  i^peared  that  Ln^  to  a  certain 
extent,  encouraged  the  transaction  between  his  son 
and  H.,  having  employed  agents  to  bargain  with  H., 
or  in  some  manner  to  procure  an  assignment  of  the 
securities  when  obtained  from  his  son,  in  order  to  pro- 
tect the  estate  from  further  incumbrances.  Whether  L 
was  informed  of  the  precise  nature  of  the  dealing  be- 
fore the  securities  wore  given,  did  not  conchisivdT 
appear.  There  was  no  evidence  that  the  goods  were 
charged  at  exorbitant  prices :  on  the  contrary,  it  was 
proved  that  they  were  charged  at  the  prices  marked  on 
them  by  tickets  for  general  customers,  and  that  thev 
were  fairly  worth  the  prices  so  charged.  Under  these 
circumstances,  the  bill  was  dismissed,  and  the  deo'ec 
affirmed  on  appeal.  —  King  v.  Hamlet  p.  575. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE.     See  Jurisdiction. 

INFANT,     ^ee  Pleading. 

ISSUE.     See  Legitimacy. 

JURISDICTION.     See  Fraud. 

In  1810,  a  marriage  was  solemnized  in  England  between 
an  English  woman  and  W.  a  Scotchman  by  birth,  pro- 
perty, and  connections,  but  partly  domiciled  in  En^aod. 
In  1819,  a  deed  was  executed,  by  which  they  agreed  to 
live  separate ;  the  agreement  to  be  rescinded  only  bv 
mutual  consent,  and  on  specified  conditions,  and  a  pro- 
vision for  the  wife  was  charged  upon  the  estates  of  the 
husband  in  Scotland.  From  this  time  they  were  in  a 
state  of  separation,  the  husband  living  almost  wholly  in 
Scotland.  The  wife  resided  on  the  contiaent,  chiefly  in 
France. 
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Upon  action  by  the  husband  in  the  court  of  session  in 
Scotland,  for  a  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery — 
Held,— That  the  court  had  jurisdiction  to  pronounce  a 
sentence  of  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii* — Warrender 
V.  Warrender^  p.  89. 
LEGITIMACY. 

Upon  a  special  verdict  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  the  fol- 
lowing facts  were  found : — William  Birtwhistle  being 
seized  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  and  in  one  undivided 
third  part  of  and  in  the  premises  mentioned  in  the 
declaration,  on  the  12th  of  May,  1819,  died  so  seized 
without  leaving  any  issue  of  his  body.  All  the  brothers 
of  the  said  William  Birtwhistle  had  died  in  his  life  time, 
and  they  all  died  unmarried  and  without  issue,  except 
Alexander,  one  of  the  brothers  of  the  said  William, 
who  married  and  had  issue  in  the  manner  and  at  the  time 
hereinafter  particularly  mentioned.  The  said  Alexander 
Birtwhistle  went  from  England  into  Scotland  in  the  year 
1790,  and  became  and  was  domiciled  there,  and  there 
remained  and  dwelt  so  domiciled  until  the  time  of  his 
death,  as  hereinafter  mentioned.  One  Mary  Purdie 
was  also  a  person  dwelling  and  remaining  in  Scotland, 
domiciled  there  during  the  whole  of  the  period  of  the 
time  in  which  Alexander  Birtwhistle  was  so  domiciled 
there  as  aforesaid.  Alexander  Birtwhistle  and  Mary 
Purdie  being  so  domiciled  in  Scotland,  the  said  Alexan- 
der Birtwhistle  did  cohabit  with  the  said  Mary  Purdie 
and  did  beget  upon  the  said  Mary  Purdie  (the  Plaintiff) 
John  Birtwhistle,  which  said  John  Birtwhistle  was  the 
only  son  of  the  said  Alexander  Birtwhistle,  and  of  the 
said  Mary  Purdie,  and  was  born  in  Scotland  on  the  15th 
of  May,  1799.  After  the  birth  of  the  said  John  Birt- 
whistle, that  is  to  say  on  the  6th  day  of  May,  1805,  the 
said  Alexander  Birtwhistle  and  Mary  Purdie  were  mar- 
ried in  Scotland  according  to  the  laws  of  Scotland.  On 
the  5th  of  February,  1810,  Alexander  Birtwhistle,  the 
father  of  the  said  John  Bitrwhistle,  died  in  Scotland, 
seized  to  him  and  his  heirs  of  divers  lands,  and  tene- 
ments there  situate,  leaving  the  said  John  Birtwhistle 
him  surviving,  who  after  the  death  of  his  father,  was 
duly  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  served  heir  to 
the  said  lands  and  tenements  of  the  said  Alexander 
Birtwhistle,  and  now  holds  and  enjoys  the  same  in  his 
own  right,  he  the  said  John  Qirtwhistle  having  from  the 
time  of  his  birth  hitherto  dwelt  and  remained  in  Scotland, 
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and  been  domiciled  there.  If  a  marriage  of  the  mother 
of  a  child  with  the  father  of  such  child  takes  place  in 
Scotland,  such  child  born  in  Scotland  before  the  mar- 
riage is  equally  legitimate  by  the  laws  of  Scotland,  with 
children  born  afler  the  marriage,  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  land  and  every  other  purpose. 
After  a  judgment  on  this  verdict  for  the  defendant,  upon  a 
writ  of  error  in  Parliament,  the  House  of  Lords  pre 
posed  the  following  question  to  the  Judges :  —  '*  A. 
went  from  £ngland  to  Scotland,  and  resided,  and 
was  domiciled  there,  and  so  continued  for  many  years 
till  the  time  of  his  death.  A.  cohabited  with  M.  an 
unmarried  woman,  during  the  whole  period  of  his 
residence  in  Scotland,  and  had  by  her  a  sod  B.,  who 
was  born  in  Scotland.  Several  years  after  the  birth  of 
B.,  who  was  the  only  son,  A.  and  M.  were  married  in 
Scotland  according  to  the  laws  of  that  country.  By  the 
laws  of  Scotland,  if  the  marriage  of  the  mother  of  a 
child  with  the  father  of  such  child  take  place  in  Scotland, 
such  child  born  in  Scotland  before  the  marriage,  is 
equally  legitimate  with  children  born  after  the  marriage, 
for  the  purpose  of  taking  land  and  for  every  other  pur- 
pose. A.  died  seized  of  real  estate  in  England  and  intes- 
tate. Is  B.  entitled  to  such  property  as  the  heir  of  A  ?" 
To  this  question  the  judges  answered  in  the  negative. 
If  any  error  or  deficiency  in  the  statements  of  facts  appears 
in  the  special  verdict,  whether  a  venire  de  novo  may  be 
awarded — Qucsre. — Doe  d.  Birtvohistle  v.  Vardilly  p.  32. 

MARRIAGE.     See  Legitimacy. 

MORTGAGE.     See  Heir  Expectant. 

1.  In  a  suit  by  mortgagee  against  the  mortgagor  and  a  party 
claiming  a  charge  by  prior  mortgage  as  extending  over 
the  same  premises,  a  reference  was  made  to  the  Master 
to  enquire  as  to  the  extent  and  priorities  of  the  securities 
claimed  by  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  respectively.  The 
Master  found  that  P.,  the  mortgagor,  was  seized  of  a 
piece  of  ground  called  Lydes,  on  which  a  pile  of  build- 
ings called  Somerset  Place  had  been  erected  by  him, 
and  that  D.  had  advanced  money  to  enable  him  to  erect 
the  same  ;  that  D.  from  time  to  time  had  advanced  further 
sums  to  P.;  and  that  by  agreement  in  1807,  P.  charged 
two  of  the  houses  then  built,  and  two  others  of  the  same 
pile  then  building,  with  the  amount  of  monies  then 
owing  by  P.  to  D. 
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That  upon  an  account  taken  in  June  1808,  and  a  memo- 
randum signed  at  the  foot  of  the  account,  a  similar 
charge  was  made  upon  the  premises  for  a  balance  of 
2025/.  then  due  to  D. :  that  by  a  memorandum  at  the 
foot  of  an  account  made  up  to  September,  I8O89  P. 
charged  the  premises,  and  likewise  all  and  every  other 
the  messuages,  lands,  hereditaments,  fee-farm,  or  ground 
rents  in  Somerset  Place  aforesaid,  adjoining  the  un- 
finished houses, with  the  payment  of  2425/.  and  he  thereby 
agreed  to  execute  to  D.  a  mortgage  of  all  the  messuages 
lands,  hereditaments,  fee-farm  or  ground-rents  situate 
in  Somerset  Place  :  that  the  messuages  mentioned  in 
the  memorandum  were  erected  on  the  piece  of  ground 
called  Lydes,  which  comprised  not  only  the  site  of  the 
buildings  called  Somerset  Place,  but  a  lawn  in  front 
thereof,  and  the  site  of  a  messuage  afterwards  built 
called  the  Ivy  House  :  that  before  September  1808,  P. 
collected  the  water  from  the  upper  part  of  the  close 
called  Lydes,  and  brought  it  into  a  reservoir  at  the  lower 
end  of  the  lawn,  which  he  laid  out  as  an  ornament  to 
the  buildings  called  Somerset  Place :  that  the  whole  of 
the  premises  had  in  1786  been  conveyed  in  trust  for  P., 
subject  to  a  fee-farm  rent,  and  had  afterwards  been  con- 
veyed to  and  vested  in  mortgagees  to  secure  1825/., 
which  D.  advanced  money  to  discharge,  and  the  premises 
in  1812  were  reconveyed  in  trust  for  P. :  that  in  order 
to  secure  the  repayment  of  that  sum,  together  with  the 
other  monies  advanced  by  D.,  the  title  deeds  relating  to 
the  premises  had  been  deposited  with  the  agents  of  D. : 
that  an  account  of  monies  due  from  P.  to  D.  was  made 
up  in  1813,  and  by  a  memorandum  signed  at  the  foot  of 
the  account,  P.  agreed  to  charge  the  four  messuages 
called  Somerset  Place,  and  all  other  messuages,  &c.  in 
Somerset  Place,  adjoining  the  four  messuages,  &c.  with 
payment  to  D.  of  7768/.,  and  he  agreed  to  execute  a 
mortgage  of  all  his  messuages,  &c«  in  Somerset  Place, 
including  the  four  messuages,  &c.  The  Master  then 
found  that  an  agreement  had  been  made  by  P.  with  per- 
sons who  were  building  houses  contiguous  to  Somerset 
Place,  to  supply  these  houses  with  water  from  the  springs 
and  reservoir  on  the  Lydes,  in  consideration  of  certain 
annual  rents  to  be  paid  to  P.,  which  agreement  was 
carried  into  effect.  The  Master  then  found  that  in  con- 
sideration of  monies  advanced  and  to  be  advanced  by  F. 
to  P.  he  in  1815  agreed  to  convey  to  F.  by  way  of 
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mortgage^  a  piece  of  ground  near  to  Somerset  House, 
and  the  messuage  then  building  thereon,  called  the  Ivy 
house,  and  also  the  water-rents  reserved  by  the  agree- 
ments before  stated,  which  agreements  had  been  depo- 
sited by  P.  in  the  hands  of  F.  for  such  purpose.    He 
further  found  that  the  Ivy  House  had  been  built  on 
part   of  the  ground  called  Lydes,  and  that  the  springs 
which  supplied  the  water  in  respect  of  which  the  rents 
had  been  reserved,  arose  from  part  of  such  land  ;  but  he 
found  that  the  security  of  D.  extended  over  the  whole 
premises,  and  was  the  prior  security.     Exceptions  were 
taken  to  this  report,  and  upon  argument  were  allowed  by 
the  Court  below  ;  but  the  order  allowing  the  exceptions 
was  reversed  upon  appeal.  —  Fournier  v.  Paine,  p.  282. 
2.  M.  by  deeds  executed  in  1812,  conveyed  lands  in  fee 
upon  trust  to  raise  money  by  sale  or  mortgage  to  pay  off 
the  debts  of  B.,  and  to  pay  the  surplus  of  monies  raised 
in  M .'s  lifetime  to  him,  and  of  monies  raised  after  his 
death  to  B.,  the  trustees  to  stand  seized  of  the  lands 
unsold   in  trust  for  M.  during  his  life,  and  after  his 
decease  in  trust  for  B.  in  fee. 
By  deeds  executed  in  1813,  B.  granted  annuities  to  the 
appellant  and  by  deeds  of  the  same  date,  and  to  secure 
the  annuities,  gave  powers  of  distress  and  entry  upon  the 
lands  comprised  in  the  deeds  of  1812,  and  demised  the 
lands  to  trustees  for  a  term.     The  annuities  were  also 
further  secured  by  warrants  of  attorney  and  judgments 
thereon,  and  memorials  of  them  were  enrolled. 
By  deeds  executed  in  1814,  B.  conveyed  to  the  Respondent 
all  the  monies  and  premises  to  which  he  was  entitled 
under  the  deeds  of  1812,  to  secure  the  replacing  of 
20,000/.  navy  5  per  cent,  lent  to  B.  by  the  Respondent. 
M.  died  in  1817.  Part  of  the  lands  were  sold  in  the  life* 
time  of  M.,  the  residue  were  sold  after  his  death,  and  a 
surplus  remained  after  the  execution  of  the  trusts.     In 
1819,  the  Respondent  gave  notice  of  his  incumbrance  to 
the  surviving  trustee.     Upon  a  suit  in  equity,  it  was 
decreed  that  by  the  effect  of  the  notice  the  Respondent 
had  gained  a  priority  of  charge  upon  the  fund. — Foster 
V.  Cockerelly  p.  332. 
PARCELS.     See  Mortgage,  1. 
PLEADING. 

A  bill  for  discovery  and  relief  upon  a  claim  of  a  rector  for 
tithes  being  filed  against  an  infant,  an  answer  was  put  in 
by  his  guardian.  The  infant  having  attained  his  majority 
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the  plaintiff  filed  a  supplemental  bill,  stating  the  fact  of 
the  infant's  having  come  of  age,  and  other  facts  alleged 
to  have  been  recently  discovered,  or  come  to  the  know- 
ledge of  the  Plaintiff.  The  supplemental  bill  also 
comprised  the  same  statement  of  facts  as  the  original 
bill,  together  with  some  other  facts  not  supplemental, 
nor  alleged  to  have  been  newly  discovered,  and  interro- 
gatories founded  upon  all  the  statements :  it  prayed  only 
a  discovery.  To  this  supplemental  bill  a  general  demur- 
rer for  want  of  equity  was  filed.  The  demurrer  was 
overruled  upon  the  ground  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  a  discovery  as  to  all  the  matters  in  the  sup- 
plemental bill  which  were  comprised  in  the  original  bill, 
and  not  answered,  and  also  as  to  matters  supplemental, 
and  those  alleged  to  have  been  newly  discovered ;  and 
although  he  was  not  entitled  to  a  discovery  as  to  matters 
not  supplemental,  nor  alleged  to  have  been  newly 
discovered,  the  demurrer  was  bad,  as  covering  too  much. 
This  judgment  was  affirmed  on  appeal.— Mar^r>  of 
Waterford  v.  Knight,  p.  S07. 
PRACTICE.    See  Debts,  2. 

1.  A  receiver,  in  order  to  obtain  sureties,  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  them  that  A.,  the  partner  of  one  of  the 
sureties,  should  attend  upon  the  receipt  of  the  rents  of 
the  estates,  and  that  they  should  be  paid  into  a  bank  at  L* 
in  the  name  of  the  sureties,  and  that  all  monies  to  be 
applied  for  the  purposes  of  the  receivership  should  be 
drawn  for  by  checks  prepared  and  written  by  A.,  and 
signed  by  the  receiver.  This  agreement  having  been 
acted  upon,  the  bank  at  L.  failed,  and  a  loss  was  sus- 
tained. The  account  was  then  transferred  to  another 
bank  under  the  same  agreement,  when  another  loss 
ensued  by  failure  of  the  bankers. 

Held  upon  petition  that  the  receiver  was  responsible  for 
the  amount  of  losses,  &c. — White  v.  Baughy  p»  181. 

2.  A  bill  filed  in  the  Exchequer  stated  a  contract  for  the 
sale  and  purchase  of  lands  of  inheritance,  subject  to 
numerous  life  interests  at  nominal  or  conventional  rents, 
with  a  proviso  (among  others)  that  in  case  any  of  the 
lives  should  drop  before  the  completion  of  the  contract, 
the  increase  in  the  value  of  the  inheritance  consequent 
upon  the  dropping  of  such  lives,  should  be  estimated 
and  become  proportionally  an  addition  to  the  purchase 
money.    The  bill  prayed  a  specific  performance  of  the 
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contract.  Upon  a  reference  as  to  titlei  and  the  drop- 
ping of  lives,  Sec.  the  Master  by  his  report  found  the 
additional  value  of  the  estate  by  the  wearing  as  well  as 
the  dropping  of  lives.  The  Plaintifisy  without  prosecut- 
ing the  report,  presented  a  petition  of  re-hearing,  the 
order  for  which  having  been  obtained  more  than  six 
months  afler  the  decree  became  ineflPectuaL  They  then 
presented  a  petition  praying  quasi  by  addition  to  the 
decree  that  the  Master  might  compute  the  increased 
value  from  the  wearing  of  lives,  and  obtained  an  order 
for  that  purpose  ;  but  this  order  was  reversed  upon 
appeal. — Champemoxone  v.  Brooke,  p.  196* 

3.  H.  M.,  who  died  in  December,  1815,  by  his  will  de- 
vised a  term  in  his  lands  at  W.  in  trust  to  pay  his  debts, 
and  the  legacies  and  annuities  given  by  his  will.  He 
thereby  gave  to  his  mother  R«  M.  the  sum  of  500/.  and 
an  annuity  of  200/.,  in  addition  to  her  jointure  of  800/. 
a  year  charged  upon  the  lands  devised.  He  also  gave 
to  his  sister  A.  M.  an  annuity  of  400/.>  upon  condition 
that  she  released  his  estates  from  any  charge,  claim,  or 
demand  she  might  have  thereon. 

Upon  a  bill  filed  in  1816>  to  carry  the  trusts  of  the  will 
into  execution,  R.  M.,  by  her  answer,  claimed  her 
jointure  of  800/.  a  year,  and  a  sum  of  300/.,  with  interest, 
as  charged  upon  the  lands  devised  under  covenant  by 
her  marriage  settlement.  She  also  claimed  the  annuity 
of  200/.,  and  the  sum  of  500/.,  with  interest,  given  by 
the  will ;  and  all  arrears  of  rents  of  the  lands  devised 
due  at  the  death  of  her  husband,  the  testator's  father, 
which  had  been  received  by  the  testator.  She  further 
claimed  a  proportion  of  the  value  of  the  timber  on  the 
lands  devised  planted  by  her  husband  when  tenant  for 
life,  under  the  acts  for  the  encouraging  of  planting  in 
Ireland ;  and,  finally,  she  claimed  under  the  will  of  her 
husband  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate. 

A.  M.,  by  her  answer,  set  up  various  claims,  as  charges 
upon  the  lands  devised,  arising  out  of  the  settlement 
made  upon  the  marriage  of  her  father  and  mother  R.  M., 
and  upon  transactions  with  her  father  and  brother,  the 
testator ;  among  which  claims  was  an  annuity  of  400/. 
under  an  agreement  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  the 
testator  with  the  father,  in  consideration  of  his  forbear- 
ing to  exercise  in  favour  of  A.  M.  a  power  of  appoint^ 
ment  over  15,000/.  charged  upon  the  lands ;  and  she 
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submitted  that  the  condition  annexed  by  the  will  of  H* 
M.  to  the  annuity  of  400/.  thereby  given  to  her  was 
inequitable,  and  that  she  ought  not  to  be  put  to  any 
election  until  her  rights  against  the  estate  of  H.  M. 
were  ascertained. 

R.  M.  died  in  1818,  having  by  will  given  the  residue  of  all 
her  property  to  A.M.,  who  was  appointed  executrix,  and 
proved  the  will.  Under  the  decree  made  in  the  cause  in 
1818,  A.  M.  carried  in  a  charge,  by  which  she  claimed 
as  representative  of  R.  M.  an  apportionment  of  the  an- 
nuity of  800/.  under  settlement,  and  of  200/.,  and  the 
legacy  of  500/.  under  the  will  of  H.  M.;  and  in  her  own 
right  she  claimed  the  arrears  of  the  annuity  of  4O0/. 
under  the  will  of  H.  M. ;  and  she  thereby  offered  to 
release  the  estate  of  H.  M.  from  every  other  charge, 
claim,  or  demand  whatsoever,  which  she  might  have 
thereon. 

The  Master  by  his  report  found  that  A.M.  was  entitled,  as 
executrix  of  R.  M.,  and  in  her  own  right,  according  to 
the  charge;  and  a  decree  was  made  for  sale  of  the 
lands  comprised  in  the  term,  to  satisfy  the  charges. 
This  decree  was  made  in  1831.  A.  M.  died  in  1830, 
having  received  all  arrears  of  the  annuities  claimed 
under  the  will  in  her  own  right,  and  as  due  to  R.  M., 
and  also  interest  upon  the  legacy  of  500/.  given  to  R.  M. 
under  the  will  of  H.  M. 

Upon  a  second  suit  against  the  trustees  of  the  inhe- 
ritance, representing  that  it  would  be  more  for  the 
benefit  of  the  parties  interested  that  the  fee-simple 
should  be  sold  instead  of  the  term,  it  was  accordingly 
directed  by  a  decree,  which  was  enrolled  in  1832,  and 
proceedings  were  taken  for  the  sale.  In  1834  a  motion 
was  made  in  both  causes  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
by  M.  M.,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  R.  M.,  for 
leave  to  go  before  the  Master  in  the  first  cause,  and 
prove  the  several  unproved  demands  made  by  and  in  the 
answer  of  R.  M.,  but  omitted  in  the  charge  of  A.  M., 
or  to  file  a  supplemental  or  other  bill  to  establish  such 
demand.  This  motion  having  been  refused,  a  new 
motion  was  made  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  for  leave 
to  file  a  supplemental  or  other  bill  to  establish  the  un. 
proved  claims,  or  that  such  other  order  might  be  made 
as  to  the  Court  should  seem  fit.  This  motion  being 
also  refused, 
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Upon  appeal  to  Parliament*  a  case  was  made  for  permis- 
sion to  carry  in  a  charge  and  prove  the  claims  in  the 
original  suit. 
The  appeal  was  dismissed  with  costs. — Monde  y.  Paget. 
p.  506. 

PRESUMPTION.     See  Tithbs. 

PRIORITY.    See  Debts>  2.    Mortoaob,  1,  2. 

RECEIVER.    See  Practice,  1. 

RECTOR  IMPROPRIATE.     See  Tithes. 

REVERSION.    See  Heir  Expectant. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  BILL.     See  Pleading. 

TRUST  RESULTING.    See  Will. 

TITHES. 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  action  brought  by  a  lay-impropriator 
under  the  statute  5  &  6  Ed.  6.  clS.,  for  not  setting 
out  tithe,  evidence  having  been  given  that  the  tithe  in 
question  had  never  been  paid  for  the  lands  of  the  De- 
fendanty  the  judge  was  required  to  direct  the  jury  that 
a  grant  or  release,  of  the  tithe  ought  to  be  presumed. 
But  the  judge  told  the  jury  that  they  could  not  pre- 
sume a  grant  from  mere  nonpayment,  and  that  it  was  no 
answer  to  a  claim  of  tithe  by  a  lay-impropriator.  Where- 
upon a  bill  of  exceptions  was  tendered  and  signed.  A 
verdict  upon  this  direction  having  been  given  for  the 
Plaintiff,  and  judgment  thereon,  upon  a  writ  of  error  the 
judgment  was  affirmed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  and 
in  the  House  of  Lords. 
From  evidence  of  a  grant  from  the  crown  in  1579,  and  of 
modern  enjoyment  of  tithes,  the  jury  may  presume  in- 
termediate conveyances  of  the  rectory  between  the  date 
of  the  original  grant  and  a  lease  of  tithes  dated  in  1686. 
Perception  of  tithe  of  corn  is  evidence  of  a  title  to  tithe  of 
hay. —  Andrews  v,  Drever^  p.  4?71. 

USURY.     See  Heir  Expectant. 

WILL. 

A.  by  his  will  gave  to  his  wife  for  her  life  his  messuage, 
which  he  held  for  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  and  his 
goods,  and  if  she  died  before  his  estate  and  interest 
should  determine,  he  directed  that  the  messuage,  &c. 
should  vest  in  his  executors,  and  be  applicable  to  the 
purposes  after  declared  in  his  will,  concerning  his  per- 
sonal estate ;  he  devised  all  his  lands,  &c.,  and  leasehold 
messuages,  &c.,  and  all  other  his  real  and  personal 
estate,  upon  trust  as  to  the  real  estate,  to  repair  and  let 
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the  same,  &c.»  and  upon  further  trust,  notwithstanding 
any  limitation  of  uses  or  trusts  thereinbefore  mentioned, 
at  their  discretion  to  sell  and  convey  the  same,  except 
the  messuage,  &c.  given  to  his  wife,  ^c**,  either  in  par- 
cels for  building  upon,  or  otherwise  improving  the  same, 
and  upon  rents  for  the  benefit  of  his  real  estate,  such 
rents  to  be  held  upon  the  same  uses,  &c.  And  as  to  the 
money  to  arise  upon  such  sales  upon  trust,  to  add  the 
same  to  his  personal  estate  to  constitute  a  part  thereof. 
The  will  then  as  to  lands,  &c,  at  W.,  gave  them  in 
trust  for  G.  H.  and  also  7000/.  to  be  conveyed  and  paid 
respectively  to  G.  H.  at  twenty -one  ;  but  if  he  should 
die  under  that  age,  he  directed  that  the  lands,  &c.  at  W. 
and  the  7000/.  should  sink  into  the  residue  of  his  real 
and  personal  estate,  and  go  according  to  the  disposition 
thereinafter  expressed.  The  will  then  proceeded  as  fol- 
lows :— <'  And  as  to  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of 
**  my  personal  estate  not  by  this  my  will  specifically  dis- 
'*  posed  of  upon  trust,  that  my  trustees  and  the  survivor, 
'^his  executors  or  administrators,  do  after  payment 
"  thereout  of  my  just  debts,  &c.,  and  all  sums  necessary 
**  for  the  management  and  repairs  of  my  real  and  per- 
'*soiial  estate,  invest  the  overplus  in  the  public  funds, 
'*  &c.,  the  resulting  income  or  produce  thereof  to  be 
<«  accumulated  by  way  of  compound  interest  until  J.  C. 
**  shall  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-four  years,  and  then 
*'  upon  trust  to  convey  assign  &c.  to  J.  C.  (upon  his 
''  giving  security,  &c,  for  the  regular  payment  of  the 
^*  annuities  therein  before  bequeathed)  all  the  legal 
**  estate  and  interest  in  all  my  freehold,  copyhold,  and 
<«  leasehold  messuages,  lands,  &c.,  and  all  other  my  real 
''and  personal  estate  and  effects  not  thereinbefore 
*'  devised  and  bequeathed,  &c.**  The  testator  also 
directed  that  his  trustees,  out  of  the  income  of  his 
personal  estate,  should  place  J.  C.  at  school,  and  give 
him  an  academical  education  at  one  of  the  universities 
of  Oxford  or  Cambridge,  and  for  that  purpose  appro- 
priate out  of  the  income  of  the  testator's  personal  estate 
a  sum^  not  exceeding  800/.  per  annum^  until  he  should 
attain  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  afterwards  1,500/. 
per  annum  until  he  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-four, 
with  limitation  over  in  case  J.  C.  should  die  without 
issue  before  he  attained  the  age  of  twenty-four. 
Held,  that  the  benefit  intended  to  be  given  to  J.  C.  was 
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the  produce  of  a  mixed  fund  of  the  real  and  personal 
estate  of  the  testator,  and  that  the  rents  of  the  real 
estate,  until  J.  C.  attained  twenty-four,  did  not  result  to 
the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator  as  undisposed  of,  but 
passed  to  J.  C.  as  part  of  the  fund  given  in  trust. — 
Ackers  v.  Phipps,  p.  430. 

2.  By  indenture  of  marriage  settlement,  lands  were  con- 
veyed in  trust  afler  the  death  of  G.,  the  husband,  to  the 
use  and  intent  that  A.  G.  the  wife  should  receive  an 
annuity  of  1000/.,  clear  of  all  taxes  and  deductions,  for 
her  jointure,  and  in  bar  of  dower,  &c.,  with  powers  of 
distress  and  entry,  and  a  term  to  secure  the  payment. 
By  his  will  G.  directed  his  debts  to  be  paid,  and  devised 
to  his  wife  during  her  life,  his  mansion-house,  park,  &c. 
at  D.,  and  directed  that  timber  should  be  cut  on  his 
estates  at  H.>  &c.  and  sold  to  pay  the  expense  of  re- 
pairs, painting   and  glazing,  which  in   the  opinion  of 
A.  G.  should  at  any  time  be  required  for  any  of  the 
hereditaments  devised  to  her  for  life,  and  for  insurance 
of  the  premises,  and  he  thereby  confirmed  the  settle- 
ment made  on  his  marriage.     He  gave  to  his  nephew 
p.  and  his  heirs  all  his  real  estates  in  England,  including 
the  lands  devised  to  his  wife,  subject  to  her  life  interest, 
and  all  his  lands  in  Pennsylvania,  without  any  incum- 
brance or  restriction.     He  directed  that  the  paintings 
in  his  house  at  D.  should  be  enjoyed  with  the  same  by 
his  wife  for  her  life,  and  after  her  death  to  go  with  the 
house,  and  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debts.     The 
manor,   park,  &c.  at  D.  formed  part  of  the  premises 
settled  and  devised. 

Held  upon  a  bill  filed  by  A.  G.  that  she  was  entitled  to 
enjoy  the  manor  and  park,  &c.,  free  from  all  charges, 
and  that  the  annuity  of  1000/.  ought  to  be  raised  anil 
paid  to  her  out  of  the  lands  demised,  without  contribu- 
tion from  the  manor,  park,  &c,    Powell  v.  Grigbjf,  p.  6^. 


THE    END    OF    THE    NINTH    VOLUME. 
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